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Hie Honorable Jdm D. Dingdl 
Raiiking Biinoiity Mmber, Committee on 

Commerce 
House of Representatives 

The Honorable John McCain 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, 

Science and Transportation 
United States Senate 

In response to your requests, this report provides information on (1) the amount of federal 
funding and support provided to the 1984 and 1996 Summor Olympic Games, and plaimed for 
the 2002 Winter Olympic Games, and the types of projects and activities that were funded and 
supported and (2) the federal policies, legislative authorizations, and agency controls in place 
for providing the federal funds and support to the Olympic Games. In addition, as you 
requested, IMs lepmrt imyvides Ihe le^^ 

development of the Ocoee Whitewater Rapids Slalom venue fwllie 1996 Summer Olympic 
Games, (2) use of federal omployees to provide security during the 1996 Games, (3) payment 
of Atlanta Paralympic Orgaiuzing Committee staff salaries, (4) payment of Paralympic Games' 
(qpening cereniony entertainera coGrts, and (6) veteran 



This report contains matters far congressional consideration and recoinniendati(»is to the 
Director of the OfBce of Management and Budget (0MB), the AdminiBtrator of the General 
Services Adnuntstration, and the Secretary of Veterans AfEairs. 

As agreed, unless you publicly announce its contents earlier, we plan no ftirther distribution 

of this report until 15 days after its issue date. At that time, we will send copies of this report 
to Senator Ernest Hollings, Ranking Minority Member of the Senate Conunittee on 
Conunerce, Science, and TVansportation; and Representative Tom Blil^, Ghainnan of the 
House Committee on Commerce. We are also sending copies of this report to Senators Orrin 
Hatch and Robert Bennett and Representatives James Hai\sen, Merrill Cook, and Chris 
Carmon of Utah. Copies of this report will also be made available to the Director of 0MB; the 
Secretaries of the DqrartRwnts of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, Education, Eneigy, 
Health and Himian Services, the Interior, Housing and Urban Developmoit, Labor, State, 
Transportation, the Treasury, and Veterans Affair^ and the U.S. Attom^ General We are 



Games. 
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also semling o^ies to the DireclxMS of llie 

Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Communications Commission, Federal 
Emergency Management Administration, General Services Adntinistration, National 
Aeronautics and Space Adminislndioii, Social Security A dmlni sl fli tion, Tennessee VaDegr 
Authority, and U.S. Infonnation Agency and the U.S. Postmaster Genend. We will make 
cqpies available to others upon request 

If you have any questions about this report, please contact me at (202) 512-8387 or 

ungarb.ggd@gao.gov. Key contributors to this assignment were Tammy R. Conquest; 
Michael Rives, John Parulis, David Bennett, Alan Belkin, Jessica Botsford, and Syrene 
Mitchell. 




Bemard L Ungar 
Director, Government Business 
Operations Issues 
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Executive Summary 



The federal government has provided increasingly sigriificant funding and 
support for the Olympic Games when held in the United States. Concerned 
about this rising cost and the apprqpriatoiess of the federal funding and 
support for certain 01ynq)ic-related projects and activities, you requested 
that GAO review federal ftinding and support for the 1984 Summer 
Olympic Gaines hdd in Los Angeles, CA; the 1996 Summer Olympic Games 
held in Atlanta, GA; and the {danned 2002 Winter Olympic Games held in 
Salt Lake City, UT. In r^;x»se, tiiis report answos the following 
questions: 

• What were the amoimts of federal funding and siqiport provided to the 
1984 and 1996 Summer Olympic Games, and plarmed for the 2002 Winter 
Olympic Games,' and the types of projects and activities that were 
fimded and siq^orted? 



• What are the federal policies, legislative authorizations, and agency 
controls in place for providing federal funds and support for the 
Olympic Games? 

In addition, you asked GAO to use its professional judgment to select and 
review some of the Olympic-related projects and activities to determine if 

federal funding and support were provided in accordance with the 
underlying laws and applicable requirements. Accordingly, GAO selected 
and evaluated the following five projects: (1) development of the Ocoee 
Whitewater Slalmn venue for tiie 1996 Summer Olyn^ic Games, (2) use of 
federal employees to provide security during the 1996 Simimer Olympic 
Games, (3) payment of Atlanta Paralympic Organizing Committee (APOC) 
staff salaries, (4) payment of Parafympic Games' opening ceremony 
entertainer costs, and (5) veterans assistance during the Paralympic 
Games. GAO's specific reasons for selecting these projects are discussed 
in the objectives, scope, and methodology section of chapter 1. 



The Olympic Games take place every 4 years, with the Summer Games and 
Winter Games alternating on a 2-year cycle. Each of these Games is 
awarded by the International Olympic Committee (IOC)" to a host city, not 
to its country . SbK% 1904, cities in tt« United Stales haiw been selected to 

host the OljTnpic Games eight times — more than those of any other 
country. In the United States, unlike in other countries, the host dty, not 



' The 1996 Olympic Games and the plained 2002 Winter Olympic Games also indude the Ftoslynqpic 
Gaines. The Paralympic Games were not a part of the 1884 Olympic Gaines. 

' Hie IOC is an intematicMuJ, nemguveiniuantal, iwnpiDflt ogpiniTatlon that is primarily re^x>nsible 
mvenMng the oiganintlan of the Ofyi^pic Gamea. 
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Results in Biief 



the federal government, is generally req[KUisible for hosting the Olympic 
Games. 

The Ted Stevens Olympic and Amateur Sports Act (Amateur Sports Act), 

36 U.S.C. 220501 et. seq., which was originally enacted in 1978 as the 
Amateur Sports Act, gives the U.S. Olympic Committee (USOC),^ among 
odier things, exclusive jurisdiction over all matters pertaining to the 
paitic^Mlion of the United States in the Olympic Games, including the 
representation of the United States in such Games and the organization ot 
the Games when held in the United States. 

The Amateur Sports Act was amended in 1998 to incorporate the 
Paralympic Games under the umbrella of USOC. The Paralympic Games 
are for disabled athletes and are held immediately following the Olympic 
Games. Althou^ organized separately, the 1996 Summer CHympLc Games 
marked the first time that the Paralympic Games were held in c(X\iimction 
with Olympic Games in the United States. 

The federal govenunent provides significant funding and siqpport for the 

Olympic Games when they are held in the United States. At least 24 federal 
agencies reported providing or planning to provide a combined total of 
almost $2 billion, in 1999 dollars,* for Olympic-related projects and 
activities for the 1984 and 1996 Summer Olympic Games and the 2002 
Winter Olympic Games. Specifically, the federal government provided 
about $75 million in funding and support for the 1984 Summer Olympic 
Games in Los Angeles and about $609 million for the 1996 Summo* 
Olympic Games in Atlanta, and has provided or plans to provide about $1.3 
billion for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games in Salt Lake City.^ This is in 
addition to the Olympic organizing committee's costs to host the Games. 
Aconding to data obtained from Olymi^c organizing committee officials, it 
cost or is expected to cost the organizers about $602 million to stage the 
1984 Summer Olympic Games; $2 biUion for the 1996 Summer Olympic 
Games; and an estimated $1.4 billicm Ibr the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. 

Of the almost $2 billion of funding and support from the federal 
government, about $513 million was provided or planned to be provided 
for projects or activities related to plaiming and staging the Olympic 

' USOC is a federally chartered private oiganization that is pnmanly responsible for coordinating and 
devdoiilwanuteuratfiletfcacttvitiesta 

*M financial infonnatkm presented in this report is in con^^ 

' Each Olympic Game vnied widdy In temiB of Biae, nope, and locatkxi, tlmi maidng it difflcult to 

make comparisons. 
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Games, such as providing security or transporting spectators; these funds 
would not have been provided if the Games were not held in the United 
States. The remaining $1.4 billion has been provided or planned to be 
provided for infrastructure projects, such as highway, transit, and capital 
improvements, that are related to preparing the cities of Atlanta and Salt 
Lake City to host the Olympic Games, as shown in figure 1. These projects 
wiU also benefit the host city and state after the Games are held. According 
to federal officials, most of these funds would have been awarded to these 
cities or states even if they had not hosted the Olympic Games, although 
the funds could have been provided later if the Games were not held. 



N = $2 billion In 1999 dollars. 

Source: 0MB and various other federal agencies. 

However, no govemmentwide law or policy exists that defines the federal 
government's overall role in funding and supporting the Olympic Games 
when hosted in the United States. Nor is there a single federal agency that 
has the responsibility to oversee and njonitor the federal funding and 
support provided for the Olympic Games. Nonetheless, federal agencies 
have helped and continue to help fund and support various aspects of the 
Olympic Games, in response to requests for federal assistance from state 
and local governments and Olympic organizing committees. Federal 
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Figure 1 : Proportion of Federal Funding 
and Support Provided to Prepare Host 
Cities for Olympic Games 



Projects and activities related to 
planning and staging the 
Olympic Games - $513 M 




Projects related to preparing 

the host cities' infrastructure - $1 .4 B 
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assistance has been requested because these entities have not had enough 
resources to provide for the infrastructure improvements necessary to 
prepare the host city or to plan and stage all aspects of the Olympic Games 
^en hosted in tile United States. 

L:i some cases, Olympic-related expenditures by federal agencies were 
made using funds specifically designated by Congress in agencies' 
authorizing and/or appropriatiiHis legislation. In other cases, Olympic- 
related expenditures were not specifically designated by Congress but 
were approved by the agencies, generally, in accordance with their normal 
ftmding procedures. However, in some cases it was difficult to deteimine 
the amount of federal ftmding and support because federal agencies 
generally did not track or report their funding and support for the Olyn^c 
Games, except when they were specifically requested to do so by the 
CMDfice ofManagranent and Budget (Ot/M). 0MB began requesting federal 
agencies to report to it regarding how much federal funding and support 
they had provided after the 1984 Summer Olympic Games. Although GAO 
found this reported information to be helpful, in some cases the 
informaticHi that the agencies provided to 0MB for the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Ganras was not always complete or rqxxted in a consistent 
maimer. 

Federal funding and support were used in accordance with statutory 
authority and applicable requirements for three of the five 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games projects that GAO specifically reviewed for this purpose. 
Of the remaining two projects reviewed, the expenditures for (me were not 
in accordance with the tmderlying statutory authority and expenditures for 
the other did not comply with all applicable administratively imposed 
requirements. 

This report contains matters for congressional consideration and 
recommendations to the Director of 0MB, the Administrator of the 
General Services Adndras^ration (GSA), and the Secretary of Veterans 
AfEairs (YA) to address these issues. Most of the agencies that provided 
comments on a draft of this report provided technical changes that we 
incorporated where appropriate. However, GSA, VA, and the U.S. Disabled 
Athletes FUnd, Inc., disagreed with our conclusitm that GSA's and VA's use 
of federal funds for Paralympic-related activities was not in accordance 
with statutory or administratively imposed requirements. GSA also 
disagreed with our recommendation that it take action to «isure the 
apipmpxiate use (tf federal ftmds for the Olympic and Paralympic Games. 



Pace? 



OAQ/GGD-00-183 Federal Fnading aad S app ort ot Oijmpic Games 



Executive Sununary 



Principal Findings 



The federal government provided about $75 million in funding and support 
for the 1984 Sununer Olympic Games in Los Angeles; the mjyority of this 
funding was used to help provide safety- ai^d security-related services 
during the Gaines, llie $75 milium in federal 

not have been provided if the 1964 Summer Olympic Games had not been 

held in the United States. 

In contrast, the m£yority of the federal fimding and support that were 
provided for the 1996 Sunnmer Olympic Games, which were held in 
Atlanta, and plaimed for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games in Salt Lake City, 
is rqxvted to be infiastructure projects in preparing the 
the Olympic Games — ^projects that did or will benefit the host dties and 
their states after the Games. For example, the federal government 
provided about $609 million for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games in 
Atlanta, of which about $424 million was spent for highway, transit, pubUc 
housing, and other capital improvements. Similarly, the federal 
government has provided or plans to provide about $1.3 billion for the 2002 
Winter Olympic Games in Salt Lake Gily, of which about $1 billion has 
been provided or is planned for highway and transit projects that Utah and 
Salt Lake City officials wanted to have completed in time for the Games. 
According to federal officials, the majority of the funds would have been 
provided to llie host cities and states for infirastnicture prctjects, such as 
hi^ways and transit systems, regardless of the Olympic Games because 
many of the projects had been planned long before the cities were selected 
to host the Games. However, some federal officials were not always able 
to document which of the specific infrastructure pntjects would or would 
not have been fimded if the Olyn^c Games were not held. 



No govemmentwide law or policy exists that defines the federal 

government's overall role in funding and supporting the Olympic Games 
when hosted in the United States. Nonetheless, many federal agencies 
have been involved in helping to fund and support various aspects of the 
Olympic Games when ho^ed in the United States. ISstorically, the state 
and local governments and Olympic organizing committees have not had 
enough resources to provide the infrastructure improvements necessary to 
prepare the host city or to plan and stage all aspects of the Olympic 
Games; thus, requests for federal asastance have been made. 



Almost $2 Billion in Federal 
Funding and Support 

Provided or Planned for Loa 
Angeles, Atlanta, and Salt 
Lake City Olympic Games 



No Govemmentwide 
Law or Policy on 
Federal Funding and 
Support for the 
Olympic Gaines 
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In some cases, Congress has specifically designated funds for the Olympic 
Gaines. Fbr exanqile, Ckmgreas qpedfically desigim^ 
of the almost $2 billion in federal funding and support provided for the 
1984 and 1996 Summer Olympic Games and planned for the 2002 Winter 
Olympic Games. Hie remaining $1.3 billion was approved by federal 
agencies, generally in accordance with their normal funding procedures. 

Although decisions regarding federal funding and support have generally 
beoi made by Ckxngress or fecteral agemdeB or a projedrl^y^roject basis, 
for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games and the 2002 Winter Olympic and 
Paralympic Gaines, the President established a White House task force 
chaired by the Vice President and co-chaired by the Assistant to the 
President and Cabinet Secretary and the Assistant to the President and 
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs to coordinate federal involvement in 
the Olympic Games. The Task Force comprises representatives from 0MB 
and vaitous other federal ageiides. Thore is no statutoiy requiiemait f^^ 
sin^e federal agency to oversee and monitor the appropriateness of 
federal funding and support for the Olympic Games. In addition, GAO 
found that liederal i^encies generally did not track or report thdr flmding 
and siqpport for the Olympic Games, except when they were qpedfically 
requested to do so by OMB. After the 1984 Summer Olympic Games, 0MB 
began requesting federal agencies to report to it regarding how much 
federal fumfing and svQ}port they provided for the Olympic Games when 
hosted in the United Stales. 



Although this reported information was helpful, in some cases, the 
information that the agencies inovided to OMB for the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games was not conplete or provided in a consistent manner. For 
example, OMB reported federal expenditures of about $329 miUion for the 
1996 Summer Olympic Games. However, infinrmation GAO collected from 
the agencies after these Olympic Games showed that the federal 
govenunent ^ent about $609 million, which is a difference of $280 million. 
One reason ftn- the difference is that OBiB's request for data was made 
before the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, and OMB did not collect 
additional inf onnation after the Gamea 



ederal Agencies Did Not 
se Funds Appropriately 
or Two of Five Olympic- 
elated Projects GAO 
eviewed 



As agreed with its requesters, GAO evaluated five projects that were part 

of the 1996 Summer Olympic Games and determined that three of the five 
projects were carried out in accordance with the underlying statutory 
authority and were consistoit with appUcable requi r ements. These three 
projects were the developmen t of the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue, use 

of federal employees to provide security, and payment of Paralympic 
Games' opening ceremony entertainer costs. Although GAO determined 
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that the Ocoee project was funded in accordance with the law, there are 

no studies or evaluations showing that the expenditures to build the Ocoee 
Whitewater Slalom venue would have benefited or did benefit public use 
after the 1996 Summer CHympic Games. 



Matters for 

Congressional 

Consideration 



For the remaining two projects, GAO determined that one did not comply 
with the applicable administratively imposed requirements, and that the 
other was not in accordance with the underlying etalutoiy authority. 
Specifically, GAO determined that GSA's use of about $2 million to pay the 
salaries of APOC staff was not consistent with the express language of the 
Memorandum of Agreement that stated GSA would not pay the salaries of 
APOC employees, bittie case of the other project, GAO determined that 
VA's use of a $2 million special purpose grant for veterans that was used to 
largely assist nonveterans during the 1996 Paxalympic Games was not 
consistent with a provision in the conference report that was incorporated 
into the Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1995. This provision stated that 
the $2 million was "for the assistance of veterans who are participating in 
the 1996 Paralympic Games." 

Despite the lack of a specifically authorized govemmentwide role in the 
Olympic Games, the federal government has, in effect, become a 
significant supporter of the Games when hosted in the United States. 
AccOTdingty, Congress may want to consider oiacting legislation to 
establish a formal role for the federal government and a govemmentwide 
policy regarding federal fkmding and support for Olympic Games when 
hosted in the IMted States. 



Recommendations 



Agency Comments 



GAO recommends that 0MB (1) track and periodically report to Congress 
federal agencies' planned and actual funding and support for the Olympic 
Games hosted in the United States beginning when a U.S. city is awarded 
the right to host the Games through the completion of the Games and (2) 
provide guidance to agencies on what data should be compiled to ensure 
consistency and completeness, and request all federal agencies to provide 
infonnati(m,inchkbng those that do not mnnudly report to 01^ GAO 
also recommends that GSA and VA implement policies and controls to 
ensure the appropriate use of federal funds for the Olympic and 
Paralympic Games hosted in the United States. 

GAO provided copies of a draft of this report to the heads of the federal 
agencies that provided federal funding and support for the Olympic 
Games; 0MB; the White House Task FVnxie on the 2002 Winter (Mynqiic 
and Paralympic Games; the Salt Lake City Olympic Organizing Committee; 
the Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee; the U.S. Olympic 
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Committee; and the U.S. Disabled Athletes Fund, Inc., for comment GAO's 
summaiy of the comments it received and its evaluation of these 
omiinents are included at the end of dhapter 5. 

Most of the agencies and organizations with comments provided technical 
changes regarding the amount of federal funding and support provided to 
the Olympic Gaines, which GAO made where appropriate. 0MB concurred 
with GAO's recommendations to it. However, GSA disagreed with GAO's 
conclusion that its use of federal funds to pay the salaries of APOC staff 
was not consistent with the express language of the Memorandum of 
Agreement, wtddi slated that GSA would not pay the salaries of APTO 
staff. GSA did not provide any additional inftannation OT explanation that 
would cause GAO to change its conclusion. 

VA agreed with GAO's recommendatirai but believed that its use of federal 

funds designated for veterans, which were used to assist nonveterans 
during the 1996 Paralympic Games, was consistent with congressional 
intent GAO believes that there is no legal basis for changing its ccmdusion 
that VA's use of Ihese ftmds was inconsistent with tiie qnpUc^ 
I»ovisi<»L 

The U.S. DisaMed Athletes Fund, Inc., also expressed cmcem regcoding 

how GAO addressed several issues associated with the Paralympic Games. 
However, it did not provide a basis for changing any of GAO's conclusions. 



Face 11 



6AO/GGD-00-18S FedenU Fonding aad Bappmt otOljmftc Qmmem 



Contents 



Executive Summary 




4 


Chapter 1 
Introduction 


Background 

Obtjectives, Scope, and Methodology 


16 

17 
20 


Chapter 2 

Almost $2 Billion in 
Federal Funding and 
Support Provided or 
Planned for 1984 and 
1996 Summer and 2002 

vfuUKT uiympic vjeuiico 


About $76 Mimon in Federal Finding and SiqnMct Used 

to Help Plan and Stage the 1964 Summer Olympic 
Games in Los Angeles 
About 1609 mmon in Federal FVmding and Support 
Provided for liie 1996 Summer (Hynqric Games in 

Atlanta 

Almost $1.3 Billion of Federal Funding and Support 
Planned <v Provided for tiie 2002 Olympic Games in 
Salt Lake City 


24 
25 

28 

36 


Chapters 

No Govemmentwide 
Policy on Federal 
Funding and Support 
of the Olympic Games 
When They Are Hosted 
in the United States 


Federal Government Encourages Support of Olympic 

Games, but No Govenuuentwide Pcl&cy Ebdsts 
Congress Designated Some Federal Funding and Scqppart 

for Olympic-Related Projects and Activities 
Agency Officials Made Decisions to Fund and Support 

Most Olynqnc-Related Pn^ecta and Activilies 
Federal Funding and Support Generally Provided 

Through Agencies' Normal Funding Procedures 


43 
44 

46 

49 
55 


Chapter 4 

Federal Agencies Did 

Not Use Funds 
Appropriately for Two 
of Five Olympic- 
Related Projects 


Qcoee Whitewater Slalom Venue Funding Was 

Authorized, but Report of Benefits Appears to Have 

Been Licomidete 
Use of Federal Employees to Provide Security During the 

1996 Summer Olympic Games Was Within the Scope of 

Justice's Authority 
Use of Federal Funds for Entertainers at the Paralympic 

Geimes' Opening Ceremony Was Authorized 
GSA Inappropriately Used Funds for APOC Employee 

Salaries 

VA's Use of Funding Designated for Veterans Was Not 
Consistent With Provision in the Appropriations Act 


61 
61 

63 

63 
64 
65 



GA0A3GIM>0-18S Federml Fiudiac and S^port of Olympic Gums 



Contents 



Chapter 5 
Conclusions and 

Recommendations 

Appendixes 



Figures 



Matters for Congressicxial Consideration 

Recommendations 

Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 



Figure 1: Proportion of Federal Funding and Suppcnrt 
Provided to Prepare Host Cities for Olympic Games 

Figure 2.1: Projects Related to Preparing Host Cities for 
OlymiHc Gaines Accounted for Most of Ihe $2 Billion in 
Federal Funding and Support 

Figure 2.2: Safety- and Security-Related Services 
Accounted for the Msuority of the Federal Funding and 
Support That Were Provided Durii^ the 1984 Summer 
Olympic Games 

Figure 2.3: Projects Related to Preparing Atlanta to Host 
the 1996 Sununer Olympic Games Accounted far the 
Majority of the Federal Funding and Support 

Figure 2.4: As of April 2000, Projects Related to 
Preparing Salt Lake Cily to Host the 2002 Winter 
Olsnqtfc Games Accounted for the MqjcKily of the 
Federal Finding and Support 



68 
70 
70 
71 



^n>^dix I: Federal Finding and Siqiport Provided to the 76 

1984 Summer Olympic Games in Los Angeles 
Appendix II: Federal Funding and Support Provided to 77 

the 1996 Siunmer Olympic Games in Atlanta 
i^ypendix BL Fedmd FuiKUng and Support Planned and 81 

Provided to the 2002 WkAar Olynqpic Games in Salt 

Lake City 

Appendix IV: Comments FVcnn the Office of BAanagement 86 

and Budget 

Appendix V: Comments From the U.S. General Services 87 

Administration 

Appendix VI: Comments FVom the Secretary of Veterans 89 

Affairs 

Appendix VII: Comments From the U.S. Disabled Athletes 91 
Fund, Inc. 

Appen(MxVni:ConmientsFhm the National Aenmautics 95 

and Space Administration 
Appendix IX: Comments From the Salt Lake City Olympic 97 
Organizing Conunittee 



6 
26 

26 

29 
36 



GA0/GOIMW-18S Federal 



CoBtentB 



Figure 2.5: Locatimtsof Federally Poinded Roads, 41 

Highway, and Transit Projects for the 20Q2 Winter 
Olympic Games in Salt Lake City 



Abbreviations 



ACOG Atlanta CkHiunittee for (Hynqiic Games 

APOC AHanta Pandympic OrganUng Coramtttee 

CNCS Coiporation for NaticHial and Commnnily Sotvices 

CRS Congressional Research Service 

DOD DefMortmaitorDeffense 

DOE Department of Energy 

DOT Department of Transportation 

EPA Environmental ProtectiMi Agency 

FBI Federal Bureau of Investigation 

FCC Federal Communications ConunisBioil 

FEB Federal Executive Board 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

GSA General Services Administration 

HHS Department of Health and Human Services 

HUD DqMulmentof ^wsingandUitwnDeveloiHnent 

IOC lptwiiirtkwsl(Hyiiii»icCoiimil^ 

ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems 

LACXD Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee 

MARTA Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Tnuudt Authority 

HOA Memorandum of Agreement 

GIG Office of Inspector General 

OLC Office of Legal Counsel 

OMB QfBce of Management and Budget 

OSTS CSympic Spectator Transit System 

OTS Obnnpic Transportation System 

FDD 62 Presidential Dedskm Directive 62 

SLOC Salt Lake City Olympic OrganUng Ctmunittee 

SSA Social Security Administration 

TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act of the 21 Centuiy 

TVA Tennessee VaDeyAattiority 

USDA United States Department of Agricidture 

USIA U.S. Information Agency 

usee UJ5. Olympic Ccmiinittee 

VA Department (tfVeteiansAl&dis 



Fkcel4 



GAO^IMW-ISS Pedanl FmmU^ and Bttpowt OtOHrmfk CtaMS 



Page 15 GACVGGD-00-183 Federal Funding and 8qn>ort of Olympic Game* 



Chapter 1 

Introduction 



Concerned about the rising costs of federal funding and support for the 
Olympic Games over the years and the appropriateness of funding for 
certain projects, you requested that we review federal funding and support 
for the 1984 Summer Olymixic Games held in Los Angdes, the 1996 
Summer Olympic Games held in Atlanta, GA; and the plarmed 2002 
Olympic Winter Games in Salt Lake City, UT. In response, this report 
answers the fidlowing questions: 

• What were the amoimts of federal funding and support provided to the 
1984 and 1996 Sununer Olympic Games, and planned for the 2002 Winter 
Olympic Games,* and tiie liypes of projects anid activities that were 
funded and supported? 

• What are the federal policies, legislative authorizations, and agency 
contnds in place £w piovi^ng llie federal flonds and sui^^ 
Olympic Games? 

fin addition, you requested that we use our professional judgment to select 
and review some off the 01ym|ric4:idteded projects and active 

determine if federal funding and support were provided in accordance 
with the underlying laws and applicable requirements. Accordingly, we 
selected and evaluated the following five projects: (1) development of the 
Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue for the 1996 Sununer Olympic Games^ ^) 
use of federal employees to provide security during the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games, (3) payment of Atlanta Paralympic Organizing Committee 
(APOCO staff salaries, (4) ps^ment of Paialynqdc Games' opening 
ceremony entertainer costs, and (6) veterans assistance during the 
Paralympic Games. 

When reviewiiig the data in this report, several points need to be 
considered. First, it was not possible to precisely calculate the total 
amount of federal funding and support for the Games because there is no 
requirement nor was there any federal agency that determined or 
accounted for this information in a agntematic manner.* Ckmsequently, 
some costs, such as persormel costs, were included by some agencies, but 
not included by other agencies in their information. Second, we were 
dependent upon ttie federal agencies to identify and determine how much 

' The 1996 Summer Olympic Games and the plamied 2002 Winter Ujnnillc Games also include the 
Panlympk: Game& ThePazaiymi^Games wierenotapartof the 1964 CMym]^ Games. 

" Although it is beyond the scope of this report, some of the federal spending is likely to be offset by 
increased revenue resulting from the Olyn^pic Games being held in the United States. For example, 
foreign tourists who otherwise would not have visited the United States could generate additiaral 
revenue for the federal govemmenL 
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of the federal funding and support was provided or planned for the 
Olympic Games and how much federal funding and support would have 
been provided to the host cities regardless of the Games. 

Third, each of the Olympic Games varied widely in terms of size, scope, 
and location; thus, comparisons among the events would be difficult. 
Fourth, much of the federal funding and support reported for the 2002 
Winter Olympic Games is idanned and may change between when we 
collected our data and 2002. This accounts for some of the changes in 
planned, expended, and congressionaUy designated amounts identified in 
IMs report as conqpared witlt the prdindnaiy infi^^ 
1999 report on federal funding and support provided for the Olyrtplc 
Games. ^ Fifth, all financial information presented in this report is reported 
in constant 1999 dollars, except where noted.* 



The Olympic Games take place every 4 years with the Summer Olympic 
Games and the Winter Olympic Games being held on an alternating 2-year 
cycle. These Games are competitions between athletes in individual or 
team events, not between countries and are the exclusive property of the 
International Olympic Committee (IOC). The IOC owns all rights, including 
the organization, broadcasting, recording, representation, and 
reproduction of the Olympic Games. The rights to host the Olympic Games 
are awarded by the IOC to a host dty, not to its country. For example, Salt 
Lake City will host the 2002 Winter Qlyii4>ic Games, not the U.S. 
govenunent 

In the United States, the Amateur Sports Act gives the U.S. Olymi^C 
Committee (USOC), among other things, exclusive jurisdiction over all 
matters pertaining to the participation of the United States in the Olympic 
Games, including the represoitation of the United States in such Games 
and the organization of the Olympic Games when they are held in the 
United States. The purpose of the Amateur Sports Act was to address 
amateur athletic activity in the United States. It was not intended to 
address or define the appropriate role of the federal government in 
supporting and funding the Olympic Games. Nor is there any other 
govemmentwide legislation or policy that addresses this issue. 



' ni vmnie firniir PrpHmtoMi, hOhmmtUm «. B^torri RmHfaHf onH ftTT^t (GAO/GG1XKM4, DeC. 21, 

1999). 

* Our con\ crsion to 1999 doUais is less than precise in some cases because the yearly data were not 
always available for each of the <X;iii|i<c Games. Aho, in ■ome CMca, the iHimbigw imqr not total 

because of rounding. 
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The federal government has no formal role in the selection of the U.S. dty 
that is chosen to submit a bid to the IOC to host the Olympic Games. 
According to IOC's charter, only a city that is approved by the National 
Olynqdc Cammittee* can apply to host the O^rnifiic Gaines. The IOC's 
diarter further states that in the event that there are several candidates in 
one country that are bidding on the same Olympic Games, the National 
Olympic Committee is responsible for determining which city may submit 
abidtohostOlsnmpicGanies. In llie United States, once USOCsdectsliie 
city that may submit a bid to the IOC to host (he Games, according to 
usee ofQcials, the President of the United States, as a matter of formality, 
concurs with that dedsiim and submits a letter to the ICXD recommending 
tiiat the U.S. etly be sdected. 

Although govemments in other nations generally play a m^jor role in 
organizing and financing the cost of hosting the O^miplc Games whe^ 

of their cities is selected, in the United States, it is generally the 
responsibility of the host city, not the federal government. For example, 
the New South Wales" government is the underwritor for hosting the 2000 
Summer Olympic Games in Sychiey. As such, the New South Wales 
government is to finance the cost of providing venues; facilities; 
infrastructures; and govemment services, such as transportation, security, 
and health. Accoiding to data obtained from the Satt Lake City Olympic 
Organizing Committee (SLOC),' the New South Wales govemment plans to 
contribute about 57 percent of the $5.18 billion that is needed to host the 
2000 Games in Sydney, and the Japanese govemment contributed about 58 
percent (rfthe estimated ^.84 bflUon to hosttiie 1906 Winter Olsmqpic 
Games in Nagano, Japan. According to SLOC's data, these cost estimates 
do not include the governments' costs for national security and 
transportation. 

According to a Congressional Research Service (CRS) report,' significant 
U.S. federal funding and support for security-related services and other 
projects and activities rdated to hosting the Obrmpic Games essentially 

began with the 1960 Winter Olympic Games. Before that time, state, local, 
and private sources provided all of the financing of the Games, dating back 

* h Iftdted SlalM, USOC is the Mtfiond Oljrn^ 

* New Soiift Walea is om of Anrtidis'k ei^ atite and tenltoilM 
hoit cHy for the 2000 Summer OisFiniiic Ganwa. 

'SUX; to the private oigtnizadcmefltabiiahed by EbhUte 

Wnter (Hyniiic Games. 

'TI»li1i»nriiisofCMwnricQMntaHeldint^y!MMlim^ HMM-iCWifc A BrirfOwervtew. 
Congnaaianal Reseandi Service, FA. 3, 1997. 
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to when the Olympic Gaines were first held in the United States in St. 
Louis, MO, in 1904." According to the CRS report, two fiscal developments 
occurred at the time of the 1960 Winter Olympic Games in Squaw Valley, 
CA, that profoundly affiected tiie cost and financing (rf hosting the Olympic 
Games. These developments were the inauguration of the sale of television 
broadcast rights in the Olympic Games and the introduction of federal 
financing and militaiy assistance for the Games. 

The resulting televised, worldwide spotlight and access to federal 
assistance encouraged the Squaw Valley Olympic organizers and 
subsequent host city organizers to produce bigger, more spectacular, and 
mcHre costly Olympic Games than the one before, according to CRS 
reports. As a consequence, Olympic- and host city-related planning, 
construction, and security costs soon outpaced state, local, and private 
resources. To cover the cHfference, state, local, and private entities relied 
increasingly on the federal government for assistance. For example, 
according to CRS data, the federal government provided about $20 million, 
or about 25 percent, of the approximately $80 million spent to host the 
1960 lll^nter Olympic Games in Squaw Valley. About $16 million in federal 
funds was used to construct the C^ympic Sports Arena, and almost $4 
million was used for armed forces equipment and personnel. Such federal 
assistance has continued to this day, as discussed in chapter 2. 

The Paralympic Games are held immediately after the Olympic Games and 
are for disabled athletes. Although organized separately, the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games marked the first time that the Paralympic Games were 
hfiid in CQi^unction with the Olympic Games in the United States. On 
October 21, 1998, the Amateur Sports Act was amended to incorporate the 
Paralympic movement under the umbrella of USOC.'° On May 27, 1997, 
SLOG was awarded the rights to host the Paralynq>ic Games. 



'Sbice 1904,aUJS. dtjrhasbeen selected to host Uh; Glyn^GuneBei^ ttmes-^notBttvui any other 
countiy. bi 1804, St. Louis, MO, hosted the flnt Olympic Gaines held in ttw Urited States, fidlowed by 
Lake Pladd, NY, niiich held the Winter Olympic Qames in 1 932. Los Angdeo, CA, hM the Summer 
Olympic Games in 1932; Squaw Valley, CA, held the VntOer Olympic Games in I960; Lake Pladd, NY, 
held the Winter Olympic Games in 1980; Los Angeles, CA, held the Summer Olynqiie Games in 1964; 
Atlanta, GA, held the Summer CHynqnc Games in 1996; and Salt Lake City, UT, plana to hold the Witia 
Oljnmiiic Games in 2002. 

"P.L10M77. 
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As you requested, liiis repent discusses tiie following objectives: 

To determine the amounts of federal funding and support provided to the 
1984 and 1996 Summer Olympic Games, and planned for the 2002 Winter 
Olymi^c Gamei^ and ttie types of prcgects and activities that were ftmded 
and supported. 

• To determine the federal policies, legislative authorizations, and agency 
conlixds in jdace to providing llie federal fu^ 

Olynqpic Games. 

In addition, you requested that we use our professional judgment to select 
and review some of the Olymi^c-rdated projects and activities to 
determine if federal funding and support were provided in accordance 
with the underlying laws and applicable requirements. Accordingly, we 
selected and evaluated the following five projects: (1) development of the 
Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, (2) 
use of federal employees to provide security during the 1996 Summer 
Otympic Games, (3) GSA's payment of APOC staff salaries, (4) the 
Departmoit of Education's paymcmt of Paralympic Games' opening 
ceremony entertainer costs, and (5) the Department of Veterans ASaira' 
(VA) assistance of nonveterans during the Paralynqtic Games. 

To address the first 2 objedives, we made a govemmmtwide inqimy by 

contacting the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) and 24 other 
federal agencies regarding their federal funding and support for the 
Olympic Games. Additionally, we researched legislative databases dating 
back to 197^ reviewed num«ous repc»ti^ and interviewed the ap|NKq;niate 
federal, state, and local government officials and representatives of several 
private organizations to identify, document, and discuss the federal 
government's involvement with the Olympic Games held in Los Angeles in 
1984 and Atianta in 1996, and planned for Salt Late City in 2002. 

The following federal agencies reported some federal funding and support 
for the Olympic Games: 

• Corporation for National and Community Services (CNCS) 

• Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

• D^Mutment of Commerce (Commerce) 

• Departmrat of Defense pOD) 

• Department of Education (Education) 

• Department of Energy (DOE) 

• De|>artment(rfHeatai and Human Services (HHS) 



Objectives, Scope, and 
Methodology 
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• Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

• Department of the Interior (Interior) 

• Department of Justice (Justice) 

• Department of Labor (DOL) 

• Department of State (State) 

• Department of Transportation (DOT) 

• Department of the Treasury (Treasury) 

• Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) 

• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

• Federal Communications Commission(FCC) 

• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

• Federal Executive Board (FEB) 

• General Services Administration (GSA) 

• Social Security Administration (SSA) 

• Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) 

• U.S. Information Agency (USIA)" 

• U.S. Postal Service (Postal Service) 

At each of these agencies, we obtained, to the extent possible, supporting 
information for the agencies' planned; approved; and actual funding and 
expenditures for the Olympic Games as shown in agency records, such as 
budget allocations, grant applications and awards, contracts, and 
corresponding expenditure reports. We used this information to document 
and describe federally fimded or supported Olympic-related projects or 
activities. Because of the large number of federal agencies and projects 
and activities related to the Olympic Games, our verification of the 
information provided by the agencies generally consisted of collecting and 
reviewing available supporting documentation to determine whether 
agency policies and procedures for authorizing, distributing, and 
accounting for federal funding and support for Olympic-related projects 
and activities were in place. In some cases, such documentation was not 
jilways available. For example, in the case of the 1984 Olympic Games, 
0MB data were generally the only information available at the time of our 
review. Although information was generally available for the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games and the 2002 Winter Olympic Games, some of the 
information on federal funding and support for the 2002 Games is 
preliminary and, therefore, are, subject to change. 

We also interviewed officials from the Amateur Athletic Foundation of Los 
Angeles,'^ the Atlanta Committee for Olympic Games (ACOG), SLOC, 

" The U.S. Information Agency was dissolved, and its activities were incoiporated into the Department 
of State in October 1999. 



Page 21 



GAO/GGD-00-183 Federal Funding and Support of Olympic Games 



Chapter 1 
latrodnetfam 



USOC, and the U.S. Disabled Athletes FYmd, Inc., r^aidiiig any 

information that they maintained on federal funding and support for the 
Los Angeles, Atlanta, and Salt Lake City Olympic Games and the 
Paralympic Games. Fintho*, we interviewed montibers of the White House 
Task Force on the 2002 Winter Olympic and Paralympic Games regarding 
the task force's role in approving and monitoring the use of federal funds 
provided to the Olympic Games. Finally, we contacted CRS staff who had 
previously issued several reports" on federal flmding and siq^rt for the 
Olympic Games. We expanded upon the infomiation that CRS reported by 
obtaining additional details and iQxlating the infonnation. 

Our third objective was to determine whether the federal ftmds and 

support provided for five Olympic-related projects and activities that were 
part of the 1996 Summer Olympic and Paralympic Games were actually 
used in accordance witti the underlying laws and administrative 
requirements. Our evaluation included only the five projects discussed 
below; we did not evaluate the other Olympic-related projects and 
activities discussed in this report Specifically, we selected the Ocoee 
Whitewalar l^akmi vranie because the U.S. Fwest Service (Fewest Service) 
paid for the mzuority of the venue's construction cost, which is ordinarily 
the responsibility of the Olympic orgaruzing committee. We also selected 
the use of (1) federal employees to provide security during the Olympic 
Games while remaining on their respective agencies payroU and (2) iGederal 
ftmds by VA to assist nonveterans during the Paralympic Games because 
the authority for agencies to use federal resources for these piuposes was 
unclear and appesaced to be somewhat unusual relative to the missions of 
the agencies involved. Finally, we selected the payment of Paralympic 
Games' opening ceremony entertainer cost because the use of federal 
funds to pay for entertaiiunent can be inconsistent with certain 
appropriatioiis law princqdes. We subsequently reviewed apprt^riations 
statutes; enabling legislation; agency policies, procedures, and regulations; 
and the cognizant agency's financial records and correspondence fiiles to 
detmnine whether Itie ftmding and support provided was in accordance 
with 11m undoiying laws and i^licaUe requirements. 

We requested comments on a draft of this report from the heads of the 24 
federal agencies previously listed,'* 0MB, the White House Task Force on 



" Tlie iUnateur Athlettc Foundation of LcM Angeles is the aiMxeaaor to the 1984 
OKffonbb^ oQRimittee. 

" For example, CRS Report for Cohmbm! Ftedewl WnamilM of IflBft Aflmtaanmner CTvmnte 

Games. CRS, Sept. 22, 1998. 

" Excluding the U.S. Infonnation Agency, which is now inc(»p(»ated Into the Dei«itinent of Stale. 
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2002 Winter Olympic and Paralympic Games, SLOC, the Amateur Athletic 
Foundation of Los Angeles, USOC, and the U.S. Disabled Athletes Fund, 
Inc. We received written comments on the substance of the draft from 
0MB, VA, 6SA, the U.S. Disabled AOdetes Fund, Inc., SLOG, and the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Their comments are 
discussed in cliapter 5 and reprinted in appendixes IV through IX. 

We also received written or oral c(miineiilB <tf a tedmicd lu^ 

USDA, DOD, DOE, HHS, the Interior, Justice, DOL, DOT, the Treasury, 
EPA, FEMA, TVA, the Amateur Atliletic Foundation of Los Angeles, and 
the WWte House Task Force <wi the 2002 Winter Olympic and Paralympic 
Games. We incorporated these comments in this report as appropriate. In 
addition, in August 2000,we were informed orally or in writing that CNCS, 
Education, HUD, the State Department, FCC, the Postal Service, SSA, and 
USOC had no comments on the report Regarding Conunerce, the 6AO 
Liaison said, on August 25, 2000, that, with the exception of the National 
Weather Service, none of Commerce's components had comments on the 
report. According to this official, the National Weather Service had not 
indicated whether or not it had comments. 

We conducted our review in Atlanta, GA; Denver, CO; Los Angeles, CA; 
Salt Lake City, UT; and Washington, D.C., from April 1999 through August 
2000 in accordance with gaieraDy accqyted govenmi«[it auditing 
standards. 



I 
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Almost $2 Billion in Federal Funding and 
Support Provided or Planned for 1984 and 
1996 Summer and 2002 Winter Olympic 

Oames 

Overall, the federal government provided or plans to provide almost $2 
billion in federal funding and support, as measured in 1999 constant 
doHais, for Olympic-related projects or activities for the 1984 Summer 
Olympic Games in Los Angeles, 1996 Summer Olympic Games in Atlanta, 
and the plaimed 2002 Winter Olympic Games in Salt Lake City. Of the 
almost $2 bilUon, abcwt $76 inM<m was provided for llie 1884 Summer 
Olympic Games, about $609 million was provided for the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games, and about $1.3 billion has been provided or planned for 
the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. In addition, according to data obtained 
from Olynqpic organizing committee ofBcials, it cost liie organizerB another 
$602 million to stage the 1984 Sununer Olympic Games; $2 billion for the 
1996 Summer Olympic Games; and the 2002 Winter Olympic Games are 
espected to cost an estimated additional $1.4 union. 



As shown in figure 2.1, approximately $513 million of the $2 billion in 
federal funding and support is planned or was used for projects or 
activities rdated to planning and staging the Olympic Games. These ftmds 
generally would not have been provided if the Games were not hosted in 
the United States. Of the $513 million, about $325 million was provided or 
is planned for safety- and security-related services during the Olympic 
Game^ about $83 million has been provided or is planned to he^ provide 
spectator transportation systems during the Games; about $69 million has 
been provided or is planned to help build, enhance, or operate various 
sporting venues for the Games; and about $26 million has been provided or 
is planned for the increase in federal agency services during the Games. 
The remaining $1.4 billion of the almost $2 billion in federal funding and 
support has been provided or is planned for projects related to preparing 
the citieB of Atlanta and Salt Lake City to host the Olympic Games, as is 
also shown in figure 2.1. Most of the $1.4 UlUon, about $801 milliol^ 
been provided or is planned for the construction of various highway 
projects in Atlanta and Salt Lake City. In addition, about $466 million, of 
the $1.4 bOUon, has been provided or is planned for mass transit projects, 
and about $68 million was provided or is planned for other OlympicHPdated 
infrastructure or capital improvement projects that state and local 
government officials wanted to have completed in time for the Games. 
According to federal offidals, mi^orily of the fonds would have been 
provided to the host cities and states for infrastructure projects, such as 
highways and transit systems, regardless of the Olympic Games because 
many of the projects had been planned long before the cities were selected 
to hostllie Games. However, some federal officials were not always aUe 
to document which of the specific infrastructure projects would or would 
not have been funded if the Olympic Games were not held. 
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Figure 2.1 : Projects Related to Preparing Host Cities for Olympic Games Accounted for Most of the $2 Billion in Federal 
Funding and Support 



Projects related to planning and staging I I Projects related to preparing the cities 

the Olympic Games - $51 3 M or 26% to host the Olympic Games - $1.4 B or 74% 



Safety- and security-related 
services - $325 M 



Spectator transportation 
systems - $93 M 
Building, enhancing, or 
operating sporting venues - $69 M 

Federal agencies' 
services - $26 M 1% 




Construction of highway 
projects - $901 M 



Mass transit projects - $466 M 

Other Olympic-related 
Infrsistructure or capital 
Improvement projects - $68 M 



About $75 MiUion in 
Federal Funding and 
Support Used to Help 
Plan and Stage the 
1984 Summer Olympic 
Games in Los Angeles 



N = $2 billion In 1999 dollars. 

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
Source: 0MB and various other federal agencies. 



Eleven federal agencies reported to 0MB that they provided about $75 
million in federal funding and support (in 1999 dollars) to help plan and 
stage the 1984 Summer Olympic Games in Los Angeles. Generally, these 
funds would not have been provided if Los Angeles had not hosted the 
Games. Most of this funding and support, or about $68 million, was used to 
help provide safety- and security-related services during the planning and 
staging of the Games, and the remaining $7 million was for non-security- 
related services, as shown in figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.2: Safety- and Security-Related Services Accounted for the Majority of the Federal Funding and Support That Were 
Provided During the 1984 Summer Olympic Games 

Safety and security - S68 M or 91 % HI I I Non-security-related Olympic projects - 

$7 M or 9% 




N = $75 million In 1999 dollars. 

Source: 0MB and various other federal agencies. 

According to a DOD official, since the terrorist attack during the 1972 
Summer Olympic Games in Munich, providing adequate safety and security 
during the Olympic Games has become of paramount importance during 
the staging of the Games. It has also become a m^or logistical and 
financial undertaking for the Olympic organizing committees as well as 
state and local law enforcement agencies. For the 1984 Summer Olympic 
Games, Los Angeles Olympic organizing committee (LAOC) and state and 
local law enforcement officials requested assistance from the federal 
goverrmient, in particular DOD. According to LAOC officials, requests for 
federal assistance were made because they did not have the resources to 
provide the personnel, expertise, equipment, and supplies to protect the 
hundreds of athletes and foreign dignitaries as weU as to secure the 3 
Olympic villages and 23 venues that were spread over a 500-square-mile 
area 
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In response to LAOC and state and local officials' requests, DOD provided 
about $47 million of the $68 million in federal funds that were used ftnr 
safety- and secuiity-related services. Some of the types of support 
provi^ 1^ DOD included communicalions equipment; Olympic village 
intnisioiHletection devices; bomb-detection and disposal services; and 
aviation support and equipment, such as helicopters, lights, and flight gear, 
that the local law^ enforcement agencies said they could not provide. Other 
tedeal law enfiwcement agencies, such as the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI), U.S. Customs Service, and U.S. Secret Service also 
provided safety- and security-related services for the 1984 Summer 
Olympic Games. 

The remaining $7 million were provided for non-security-related services 
of which about $1 million was used to help enhance or operate selected 
Olympic sporting events, and about $6 ntOUon was used to cover the 
increases in agencies' workloads caused by the increase in the number of 
visitors to Los Angeles during the Games. For example, USDA's Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service provided inspection and quarantine 
services for the hcMses participating in the Olympic equestrian events. Hie 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration provided special 
weather forecasting services for all of the events. Other federal ageiusie^ 
such as USIA, increased their normal agency services to promote 
international iuulerstandii\g and relations among the spectators by 
increasing the number, frequency, and distribution of public infonnation 
programs during the Olympic Games. 

Unlike the Olympic Games in Atlanta and Salt Lake CUy, federal agendes 

did not report any federal funding or support for highway, mass tranrit, or 
other c£^[)ital improvement projects in Los Angeles as being Olympic- 
rdated. According to fanner LAOC ofBdab, Los Angeles city officials did 
not develop, modify, or accelerate the city's plaimed highway, transit, or 
other capital inqwofvement projects to {wqMure the dty to host the Games. 

According to LAOC officials, Los Angeles dty officials believed that host 
cities for Olympic Games held before 1964 <rften overextended themselves 
Iqrtiying to complete stateKif-the-ait CMympic venues and related capital 
improvement projects. Such action pushed those host cities into debt that 
remained long after the 01ynq)ic Games were over. As a result, Los 
Angeles city officials dedded that they (1) would not undertake any new 
construction or capital improvements specifically for the Olympic Games 
and (2) would encourage spectators to use the transit or bus systems in 
place at the time or simply drive their cars to the Olympic events. To 
further s(q>pQrt their decision, dty officials induded a clause in their host 
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About $609 MiUion in 
Federal Funding and 
Support Provided for 
the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games in 
Atlanta 



city contxact with the IOC, stating that the dty would not permit any 
Olympic-related capital improvement projects, unless each prefect was 
fiilly and privately funded in advance of its construction. 

In addition to the $75 million in federal funding and support, LAOC also 
received about $53 million of the $107 million from the sale of Olympic 
commemorative coins by the U.S. Mint' In oral comments on a draft of this 
report, on August 28, 2000, the President of the Amateur Attdelic 
Foundation of Los Angeles said that USOC received the renudnJng $54 
million. The Mint earned a profit of $15 million from the Commemorative 
Coin Program. Congress authorizes a Commemorative Coin Program 
primarily as a means of homxing certain events and individuals and raising 
funds for the coins' sponsors. Under the Commemorative Coin Program in 
effect at the time that the Los Angeles Olympic coin was produced, income 
ttom. surcharges, vfiAch were inducted in the coin's price, was paid to 
sponsoring agencies, such as the Olympic organizing committees. 
According to a Mint official, the $107 million is considered non-taaqMiyer 
funds because the Commemorative Coin Program receives no 
appropriated ftmds. Therefore, we have not included these ftmds as part of 
the $75 million in federal funding and siq>poit provided to the 1984 
Summer Olympic Games. 

Appendix I provides detailed information on the amounts and types of ■ 
federal funding and support that the 11 federal agm:ies provided to the 

1984 Summer Olympic Games. 

Twenty-four federal agencies reported providing about $609 million in 
federal funding and support (in 1999 dollars) for the 1996 Summer Olympic 
Games in Atlanta. About $185 million of these funds was for projects and 
activities related to planning and staging the Games. The remaining $4M 
million was provided for prqjects, such as highways, transit systems, and 
other capital improvements, that were related to preparing the host city for 
tlie Games and liuit state and local goveiiiment officials wanted to have 
conq>leted in time for the C^i^lcs Games (see fig. ZJS). 



' U.S. Mint; Conunemorative Coins Could Be More Profitable (GAQ/GGD-96-113, Aug. 7, 1996). 
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Figure 2.3: Projects Related to Preparing Atlanta to Host the 1 996 Summer Olympic Games Accounted for the Majority of the 
Federal Funding and Support 



Projects related to planning and staging the 
1996 Summer Olympic Games • $185 IW or 30% 



Projects related to preparing Atlanta 

to host the OlymDlc Games - $424 M or 70% 



Safety- and security-related 
services - $96 M 



Spectator transportation 
systems- $17 M 



Building, enhstncing, or 
operating sporting venues - $56 M 

Federal agencies' 
semces - $16 M 




Construction of highway 
projects - $256 M 



Mass transit projects - $1 14 M 

CJther Olympic-related 
infrastructure or capital 
improvennent projects • $55 M 



N = $609 million In 1999 dollars 

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
Source: OMB and various other federal agencies. 

According to DOT and other agency officials, most of the $424 million 
provided for highway, transit, and other capital improvement projects 
would eventually have been provided, regardless of whether Atlanta was 
selected as the host city for the 1996 Olympic Games. However, these 
officials identified these specific projects as Olympic-related because their 
completion generally had to be accelerated for Atlanta to successfully host 
the Games. However, DOT officials stated that the $17 million spent on the 
Olympic Transportation System would not have been provided if the 
Olympic Games had not been held in the United States. In addition, $22 
million provided for the construction of the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom 
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venue for the 1996 Summer Olympic Gaines also aiq)eai8 to fall into this 
categcny. 

.A^jpoMUx n provides detailed inftmnation (m tte 

federal funding and support that 24 fedened agencies provided to llie 1906 

Summer Olympic Games. 



Tlie federal goveniment WW inv<dved in virtually aU aqoects of plara^ 

and staging the 1996 Olympics Games in Atlanta. As shown in figure 2.3, 
about $185 million of the $609 million in federal fimding and support was 
used to help (1) provide safety- and security-related services during the 
Game^ ^ bufld, enhance, and operate venues fw ttie Gaine^ ^ 
transport spectators to and fi-om the sporting venues; and (4) meet the 
increase in agencies' workloads caused by an increase in the number of 
visitons to AOanta during the Olympics. 

The federal government spent about $96 million to help provide safety- and 
About $96 Million for Safety- and security-related services during the 1996 Summer Olympic Games. As with 
Security-Related Services Ehiring the Games in Los Angdes, safety and security issues related to the 
Hie Gaines Ofympic Games in Atlanta were of significant coiurem to the federal 

government, particularly because of the size, scope, and magnitude of the 
event The 1996 Summer Olympic Games were the largest Olympic event at 
that time, wtlh (1) 31 venues located in 8 cities from Mund, FL, to 
Washington D.C.; (2) more than 10,700 athletes from 197 countries; and (3) 
daily visitors to the Games reaching a high of more than 750,000 people. 
Consequently, according to federal law aif<»cement officials, federal 
funding and support were needed because AGOG and ttie state and local 
jurisdictions did not have the resources or expertise to adeqiiatdy plan 
and implement the necessary security requirements. 

Among ttie iSederal agency officials, DOD officials reported providing the 
largest amount of funds and support — $36 million — for safety- and 
security-related services for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games. Included in 
the $36 million were the incremCTtal costs associated with provicKng about 
15,000 military personnel from 45 states and territories. Incremental costs 
were those incurred above the usual personnel salary, benefits, and related 
expenses and included costs such as extra travel, per diem, supplies, and 
equipment to sumKNl; the Games. At the peak (tf the Olymiric Games, about 
6,500 troops were involved with providing security at the venues. 
According to a DOD report,' this was the first time that DOD had provided 



About $185 Million in 
Federal Fun^ng and 
Support Provided for 
Projects and Activities 
Related to Planning and 
Staging the Grames 

Federal Agencies Provided 
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military forces to supplement tiie local security forces siqppoiting the 
Olympic Games. 

Anoth^ 1,000 troops were also used as bus drivers to transport athletes, 

coaches, officials, and military and law enforcement personnel to various 
01ynq)ic venues. According to DOD officials, military personnel were used 
as bus drivers because ACOG and local law enforcement agencies could 
not provide them. Hie estimated cost to provide the military bus and van 
drivers was $978,450, including $106^00 for conuneidal driveis' licenses 
and $300,000 for training. 

La additicm to tte miUtaiy posonnd, DOD assisted in tite fcdlowin^ a^^ 

• aviation, 

• communications, 

• eq)losive ordnance, 

• emergency response 

• facilities, 

• physical security, and 

• training. 

Because local sources were not adequate, several federal law enforcement 
agencies were also requested to provide peraonnd to help perform safeiy- 
and security-related services that normally would have been dtme by load 
law enforcement agencies. For exanqde, 

• Customs Service offic«ns were used to patrol the Atlanta rapid transit 

system, 

• Deputy U.S. Marshals provided security on selected buses carrying athletes 
from selected countries or teams considered more at rislc, and 

• Drug Enforcemait A(kninistrati(m officers were used to perform security 
fi]ncti<xis at qxnrting venues. 

Fedoal law enforcement agencies also increased llidr stafGng levels in 
carrying out their mission-related responsiUUties, sudi as preventing 
tmoiiam and drug interdictioa 

Other federal civilian agencies were also called upon to provide safety- and 

security-related services for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games at a cost of 
almost $1.8 million. For example, ACOG requested federal assistance to 
meet a shortage in security persormel that was identified about 2 months 
before llie (^ympic Games were scheduled to start In response to ACOG's 
request, the U.S. Attorn^ General on May 17, 1996, exercised her authority 
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under 18 U.S.C. sections 112, 1116, and 1201 to request that up to 1,000 
federal civilian agency employees in Atlanta help ACOG provide security at 
the Gaines. These volunteers were to monitor and operate magnetometers 
(metal detectors) and asanat with the mov e roe nt of athletes and apedBbm 
wtiile they continued to receive their federal salaries. 

In addition to providing security persoimel, federal funds were also used to 
support oilier local law enfmcentent resp<»ifflbilities. For exanq>le, two 
grants totaling about $5.6 million from Justice's Office of Justice Programs 
were awarded to the Georgia Criminal Justice Coordinating Counsel for 
Olympic-related activities. One grant for $1.4 million was for security 
planiring, and the other grant for $4 J2 million was used to pay ttw overtin^ 
costs of the Atlanta P(£ce Departmoit 

About $56 Million in Federal The federal government provided alxmt $66 millicm to help build, enhance, 
FVmding and Siq>port Provided and operate several Olympic venues. Most notably, the Forest Service and 

to Help Build, Enhance, and TVA provided about $22 million of the approximately $33 million needed to 

Operate Olympic Venues '^^^P build and operate the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue, which was 

located tai the Chookee National Forest in Tennessee. Tlie remaining $11 
millitm included about $4 million from the Tomessee Ocoee Development 
Agency for planning and construction of the venue, about $2 million from 
ACOG for television broadcast, and almost $5 million from Termessee for 
venue qsoations. 

According to Forest Service officials, the Whitewater rafting event was not 
on the original list of Olympic sporting events. However, after Termessee 
state and local officials apiHX)ached ACOG and asked that it be indiKied, 
ACOG agreed to do so, provided it did not have to finance the developmoit 
and operation of the venue. The state and local officials subsequently 
approached the Forest Service, TVA, and othera to obtain the requisite 
funding and i^rovals. 

Forest Service officials chose a section of the Ocoee River that was 
nonnally not used for Whitewater raftii^ because TVA diverted the water 
to a power-generating station. The Forest Service then provided about $17 
million to reengineer the riverbed to meet Olympic Games requirements. 
Specifically, the Forest Service awarded construction contracts to make 
irreversible changes to the rivobed to (1) reduce the river's width by 
about one-half, (2) modify the water flow, and (3) make the river "cable- 
ready" by implanting cables and connections for the media's use during the 
Games. TVA provided about $3 million to build the scale model that was 
used for the venue's overall development and to upgradte facilities at the 
veniK site. TVA then released the required amount of water during the 
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time of Olympic trials and the Games. To release the water during the 1996 
Summer Olympic Games cost TVA an additional approximately $2 million 
in lost power-generation revenue. 

In addition to the Forest Service and TVA, other federal agencies provided 
funding and support to help complete, enhance, or operate other venues 
dining the Olympic Games in Atlanta. Far example, 

• The Natural Resources Conservation Service provided about $331,000 to 
purchase flowers, shrubs, and grass for Olympic venues and city parks. 

• DOE provided about $3.5 million for projects associated with energy 
efficiency and renewable energy. Some of those projects included the 
installation of solar electrical systems at the Olympic swimming venue 
and geothennal heat punq)s at two Georgia Institute dTTectuudogy 
donnitxnies in Itie Olynqnc village. 

• EPA provided abom $313,000 to build a bike path to access the Oly^ 
Contennial Park area and about $7 million for sewer system 
constnictifm rdated to the Olynquc stadium. 

• llie Economic DevdoimtentAdministralicm provided grants totaling 
about $1.2 million finr the city to devdop sewer and related 
infrastructure improvements for the area around the Olympic Stadium 
and grants totaling about $1.3 million for economic studies and business 
promoticHis related to the Olynqiic Games. 

• DOT prepared and posted highway, bridge, and related signs directing 
traffic to Olympic venues and other Olympic-related locations at a cost 
of about $1.6 million. 

• The Natioiuil Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration provided 
weather finecasting services for aU of the events during the staging of 
the Games at a cost of about $1.1 nullioa 

Finally, 10 federal agencies provided about $23 million, or about one- 
fourth, of the $84 million required to plan and sti^lhe Paralympic Games, 
which immediately followed the 1996 Summer Olympic Games. About $17 
million of the approximately $23 million in funding and support was used 
to help pay for organizing committee administration costs; opening, 
closing, and award ceremonies; and other related costs associated with 
staging the Paralympic Games. 
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About $17 Million in Federal 
Funds Used to Help Provide the 
Spectator Transportation System 
During the Gaines 



About $16 Million Provided to 
Increase Agency Services During 
the Grames 



According to DOT officials, during the 1996 Summer Olympic and 
Paralympic Games in Atlanta, an estimated 11 million spectators made an 
estimated 25 million transit trips on a transportation system that was 
primapaOy ftanded and siq^OTted by the fedei^ 
DOT provided approximately $17 million to state and local transit and 
transit planning agencies to pay for the delivery, operation, and return of 
the 1,500 buses, 'w^cii wwe borrowed firom cfHiummities throu^iout the 
United States. These buses were used as the principal transportation 
system for Olympic spectators and Paralympic athletes. The local transit 
agencies allocated and used about $11 million for the regular Olympic 
Games and about $6 miBicHi for the Paralympics Games. 

Seven federal agencies provided about $16 million for increased services 
during the Olympic Games. Most notable, USIA reported spending ahnost 
$8 milliiHi to provide informatian about the Games. In addition, the Postal 
Service provided about $4 million to increase the number of (1) clerks 
available at post offices close to the venues and (2) deliveries to the 
Olympic village during the Games. Other agencies, such as the National 
Park Service, State Department, Federal Aviatiaa Administration, EPA, 
and Justice, also reported providing a combined total of aboat$4miIlifmto 
increase their normal agency services (see app. H). 



About $424 Mimon in 
Federal Fiinding and 

Support Used for Projects 
Related to Preparing Atlanta 
for the Games 



With the worldwide focus on Atlanta, federal, state, and local government 
officials sought to ensure that highways, transit systems, and other csq[>ital 
improvement projects — especially those critical to supporting the 
Olympics— "were c«iq>leted before the Games b^aa IB^iway, transit, and 
capital improvement projects, which cost the federal government about 
$424 million, accounted for most of the federal funding provided to the 
1906 Summer Olympic Games. Federal, state, and local ofSdals told us 
that these projects were planned to be buUt regardless of the Olympic 
Games, but the projects were identified as Olympic-related because they 
generally received priority funding considerations or accelerated 
completion schedules. 



Specifically, the federal government provided about $256 million to 
Georgia to build and repair highways, bridges, and roads and make 
infiRBStructure improwements in and around Atlanta in antic^ 

Olympic Games. According to Georgia transportation officials, as soon as 
Atlanta was selected as the host city for the 1996 Olympic Games, the 
officials immediately reviewed highway-related projects in the state's 20- 
year transportation improvement program and identified those projects 
that would impact on the city's capability to host the Games. They said 
they made the Olympic-related projects a priority and accelerated their 
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construction schedules, as needed, to oonqplete them in time for the 

Games. 

In addition, the federal government provided about $114 million so that 
three transit projects in Atlanta would be completed in time for the 1996 
Olympics Games. The three transit projects were the North Line Rail 
ExIensicHi, the Atlanta Unh^ersity Center PedesMan WalkwiQr, and the 
Metropolitan Atlanta Regional Transit Authority Intelligent TYansportation 
System. The North Line Rail Extension assisted in bringing spectators from 
areas north of Atlanta to Ihe Olympic Circle in downtown AUanti^' the 
Atlanta Untversily Center Pedestrian Walkway enabled athletes and 
spectators to more easily reach the Olympic village, venues, and rapid 
transit system from downtown; and the Metropolitan Atlanta Regional 
Transit Aulliority Intellig«it Transportation System allowed the 
administrators to track the use of transit buses during the Olympic Games 
and provided automated transit information to visitors during and after the 
Games. 

The federal government also provided $55 million to revitalize, rejuvenate, 
and restore commercial, residential, and historical areas of Atlanta in time 
for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games. "Hiese projects induded revitalizing 
the portion of the business district leading to the Olyn^ic Centennial Park 
area; rejuvenating an area containing a dilapidated low-income housing 
project; and restoring Martin Luther King's residence, including completing 
the devel(9m«nt of a park in his tumor. Additionally, during an 18-month 
period before the Olympic Games, the Postal Service made msgor 
renovations to 39 postal facilities at a cost of over $16 million. 

In addition to the $609 million in federal funding and support, the Mint also 
provided about $27 million from the sale of Olympic commemorative coins 
to ACOG. Unlike the Commemorative Coin Program for the 1984 Summer 
Olympics, the WiA did not earn a profit fhmi the sale of Olympic 
commemorative coins to support the 1996 Summer Olympic Games but 
reported a loss of $3 million. In 1996, Congress enacted legislation stating 
that the Mint must first recover all of its costs before any inccnne 
surcharge can be provided to the designated qxmsoring agency.* 



*PI^ 104^08. 
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Almost $1.3 Billion of 
Federal Funding and 
Support Planned or 
Provided for the 2002 
Olympic Games in Salt 
LaJ<e City 



As of April 2000, federal funding and support provided or planned for the 
2002 Olympic Winter Games in Salt Lake City is estimated to be almost 
$1.3 billion (in 1999 dollars). Of this amount, about $254 million has been 
plarmed or provided for activities related to plaiming and staging the 
Games. The remaining $1 billion is planned or has been used mostly for 
highway and transit projects that Utah and Salt Lake City officials wanted 
to have completed in time for the Olympic Games (see fig. 2.4). 



Figure 2.4: As of April 2000, Projects Reiated to Preparing Sait Lake City to Host tiie 2002 Winter Oiympic Games Accounted 
for the Majority of tlie Federal Funding and Support 



Projects reiated to planning and staging the 
2002 Winter Olympic Games - S254 M or 20% 



Projects related to preparing Salt Lake City 
to host the Olympic Games - $1 B or 80% 



Safety- and security-related 
services -$161 M 

Spectator transportation 
systenfK - $77 M 
Building, enhancing, or operating 
sporting venues - $12 M 1% 
Federal agencies' 
services - $4 M <1 % 




Construction of highway 
projects - $645 M 



Mass transit projects - $353 M 



Other Olympic-related 
Infraistnjcture or capital 
Improvement projects - $14 M 1% 



N s $1 .3 billion In 1999 dollars. 



Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
Source: 0MB and various other federal agencies. 
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About $254 Million in 
Federal Funding and 
Support Is for Projects and 

Activities Related to 
Planning and Staging the 
2002 Winter Olympic Gaines 

About $161 MilUon in Federal 
Funding and Support Provided 
or Planned for Safely- and 
Security-Related Services 



As was the case for the 1996 Siunmer Olympic Gaines, the federal 
govemment continues to be involved in the planning and staging for the 
2(K)2 Winter Olynipic Games in Salt Lake Qty. FMrad agendes have spent 
or plan to spend about $254 million in federal funding and siq>port to help 
(1) provide safety- and security-related services during the Games, (2) 
transport spectators to the sporting venues, and (3) meet the increased 
demand for routine federal agem^ senrices. 

As with previous Olympic Games held in the United States, ensuring 
adequate safety and security continues to be of primary importance to 
federal, state, and local offidala. About 16 federal aggndes have apent or 
plan to spend about $161 million to ensure the safety and security of the 
Olympic spectators, officials, and athletes during the 2002 Winter Olympic 
Gtones. However, this iQgure may change because as of ApitSL 2000, final 
security plaiuiingfcH- the Games had not been ccxiqdeted. 

The federal government's ability to provide safety- and security-related 
services to the 2002 Winter Olympk: Games win also be affected 
Law 104-201 and Presidential Decision Directive 62 (PDD 62), which 
became effective after the 1996 Summer Olympic Games. In past Olympics, 
DOD was able to provide both security and logistical services as long as 
these services wa« wHldn TOD gidddttnea However, on Sq[>tei^^ 
1996, aboaHy after the close of the 1996 Summer Olympics, Public Law 104- 
201 was eaaacted. The public law included a provision that changed the way 
in idddi DOD could provide support for sporting events. Sk>ecifically, that 
provision, found at 10 U.aC. section 2664, states that 

"at the request of a federal, state, or local government agency responsible for providing law 
enforcement services, security services, or safety services, the Secretary of Defense nuQT 
authorize the commander of a military installation. . .to provide assistance for. . . the 
CHympics, and any other dvfllBn gpoiitag event in 8app<xt of easential security and safety at 
such event, but only if the Attorney Genwl wrtUleg that sudl — rirtuce !■ IMWewiy to 
meet essentifd security and safely needs." 

Section 2554 further provides that the Secretary of Defense may authorize 
a commander to provide other assistance for a sporting event, provided 
that 



the needs cannot be reasonably met by a source other than DOD, 
providing such services does not adversely affect the military 
preparedness of the armed forces, and 

the agency requesting such services agrees to reimburse DOD for 
providing the assistance. 



Page 87 



GAa/GOD4X>-188 Fedcond Fndbig a*d ftqipMt of CNjrMpte Omms 



Chapter 2 

Almost $2 BilUon in Federal Funding and SappotCltavIM or FbuUMd fitr lM4«ii 19M 

Summer and 2002 Winter Olympic Games 



During our review, the Utah Olympic Public Safety Command* had 
submitted its initial request for DOD support in nine categories. On July 8, 
1999, Ihe Altoniey Gononl certified five of llie nim 
requested. The five certified categories, which were subsequently 
Improved by the Secretaiy of the Army <m August 20, 1999, included 

• aviaticmford^oyinentofeinacgeiK^tactUadteains, 

• communications for law enforcement and pvddic safety, 

• explosive ordnance disposal, 

• physical security equipment, and 

• temporaiy facilities. 

The Attorney General did not certify the request for 

• technical eiqperts and training; 

• personnel; 

• transportation; and 

• fire services, emergency medical services, and public works. 

These four categories were rejected for various reasons. For example, 
according to DOD and Justice officials, the transportation category was 
rejected, in part, because v^des available fiiim sources odierl^^ 
DOD. After review by the Attorney General, a letter was sent from Justice 
to DOD stating which categories were certified and which were not. 
According to a Justice official, not certifying a category does not mean that 
no siq;>port wiU be provided. The official stated that an individual reqpiest 
for a specific item or service could still be authorized if it meets the 
criteria stated in section 2554. As of February 2000, DOD had not received 
any request for services from any of the certified categories. 

The second change affecting the manner in which some federal law 
enforcement agencies could provide security support was the issuance of 
PDD-62 on May 22, 1996. PDD-62, a classified document, reaffirms ttie 

United States' counter-terrorism policy. According to an unclassified 
summaiy of PDD-62, the President directed an integrated approach among 
federal law enforcement agencies to ^ectivdy manage terroristic Hireats 

and the consequence of such attacks against U.S. citizens or infrastructure. 
In addition, regarding security for special events, such as the 2002 Winter 
Olympic Games, PDD-62 states that the Secret Service has lead agency 



* The Utah Olympic Piiiiic Safety Command was established in 1998 by Utah state law and has primaiy 
and overall re^ponsiUttlsr Ear ptd)lic safety planning and operations for the 2002 Winter Olympic and 
Paralympic Games. 
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responsibility for security planning for some events; the FBI has lead 
agency responsibility for counter-terrorism; and FEMA has lead agency 
responsibility for consequence management of terrorist incidents. 

About $77 Million in Federal As of April 2000, the federal government planned to provide about $77 

Funding and Support Provided million to assist with providing spectator transportfUion to the 2002 Winter 
or Planned for Spectator Olympic Games and to help enhance the access or use of venues for the 

Transpoitatian to the Games and Games. Specifically, federal transit officials plan to request $47 millifm in 
to ESnhance Access to Olympic federal funding and support from Congress for a spectator transportation 
Venues system, park and ride lots, and other infrastructure improvements 

associated with the 20Q2 \i/1nter Olympics. As of April 2000, DOT had 
provided about $3 millianfor the spectator transportation system. 
Although the planned Olympic transportation system is to principally 
consist of borrowed transit buses, wiiich was the case for the 1996 
Olympic Games in Atlanta, the Satt Late CHy fliystem is estinuited to cost 5 
times as much. In total, SLOG plans to request about $91 million from the 
federal government for the spectator transportation system to be used 
during the Games. This funding would be used to pay for transporting the 
bcnnywed buses to and fhmi Salt Late City, additicmal bus diivi^ 
maintenance, construction and operation of park and ride lots, and loading 
and unloading facilities that are planned to service four of the Olympic 
venues located in rural, difficult-to-reach areas. 

In addition to supporting the spectator transportation system, DOT also 
plans to provide almost $20 million to build two access roads to Olympic 
venues. Specifically, Ihe federal government plans to provide about $15 
million to biuld the SnowbasiiVTrappers Loop Road to provide access to 
the Alpine and Biathlon Arenas, and about $5 million for the Winter Sports 
Park roads, which are to provide access to the bobsled, luge, and ski jump 
events. Utah transportatirai officials said that these roads were not <m 
Utah's long-range transportation improvement plan before Salt Lake City 
was chosen as the host city. DOT also plarmed to provide about $10 million 
to develop an overall Olympic transportation plan. 

As of April 2000, nine federal agendes expected to increase their services 
or provide enhancements to Olympic venues in support of the 2002 Winter 
Olympic Grames at an expected cost of almost $16 million. For example. 

The Forest Service plans to spend over $7 million for Olympic-related 
planning to address environmental issues concerning national forest land 
that is adjacent to many of the 2002 Olympic venues, as well as to deal 
with the expected increase in visitras due to the 2002 Winter Olympic 
Games. 



Several Agencies Plan to Provide 
Almost $16 Million to Enhance 
Venues and Increase Services to 
Support 2002 Winter Olympic 
Games 
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• The Postal Service plans to spoid about $2 mMon during 1he20ffi 

Olympic Games to cover personnel costs, including overtime residting 
from the increase in services during the Games. 

• HUD plans to piovide about $2 million, which SLOG plans to use to help 
finance the construction of a mixed-income housing project, to house the 
media during the Games. According to a Salt Lake Gity housing official, 
smy money SIXX! receives from rental 1^ wouM be used by the 
subsidize the subsequent purdiase of these housing units by knr-jncome 
families. 



• EPA ocpects to provide over $2 milUon to fimd sewer constructicm for 

several Olympic venues in and outside of Salt Lake CSIy. According to EIPA 
officials, this construction would not have been necessaiy if the Games 
had not been planned. 



• USDA, Justice, the State Department, Interior, EPA, FCC, and the National 
Oceanic Atmospheric Administration also reported additional costs due to 
the 2002 Winter Olympic Games that totaled about $2 million. 



About $1 Billion in Federal 
Funding and Support 
Planned or Provided for 
Projects and Activities 
Related to Preparing Salt 
Lake City for tiie Games 



DOT Planned to Provide Almost 

$1 Biliion to Help Build 
Highways, Bridges, 
Interchanges, and Transit 
Slystems in Time for the 2002 
IK^ter 01ynQ>ic Gaines 



As of April 2000, the federal government planned to provide about $1 
trillion in federal funding and support to prepare Salt Lake City for the 2002 
Winter Olympic Games. Afost of the $1 billion in federal funding and 
siq>pcnt was provided primarily to develop, build, and complete Toajat 
highway and transit improvement projects — especially those projects 
whose completioits were considered critical to the success of the Olympic 
Games. State and local c^dals identified these projects as "Olympic- 
related" because they either received jniority oonsideratimi or were piit on 
an accelerated conq[)letion scliedule. 

DOT planned to provide <msc $645 million to Utah's Department 

Transportation for highway, road, and bridge tranqpmtation infrastructure 
projects related to the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. Figtire 2.5 shows the 
locatiorvs of the some of the highways, roads, and interchanges, along with 
the amounts of federal funds that have been provided or have been 
planned to be provided to Utah and Salt Late City for Ihem. 
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figure 2.5: Locations of Federally 
funded Roads, Highway, and Transit 
pjects for the 2002 Winter Olympic 
I in Salt Lake City 




Legend 

Light rail 



Olympic venues 
Major interstate highways 



*l 



Denotes a project to help 
plan or stage the 2002 
Winter Olympic Games. 
Not a part of the 
20-year plan. 



Road and highway projects 

I Snow Basin: 
' Access road $14.96 M 

(Winter Sports Park: 
Access road $4.11 M 

I Soldier Hollow: 

' Access road $11.17 M 

I SR 248: 

' Reconstruction $1 1 84 M 

I Silver Creek and 
' Kimball Junction: 
Interchanges $42.42 M 



US 89 and 1-84: 
Interchange $1 2.40 M 
WestValley 1-215 and 
3500 South Ramp: $1 .66 M 
1-15: 

Reconstruction $426 14 M 
Olympic rrS: 
Expansion $27 96 M 

University of Utah: 

Pedestrian land bridge 
$3.79 M 



Source: DOT officials. 
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According to state officials, these road and highway projects were part of 
Utah's long-range transportation improvement plan, but the projects 
received priority consideration to ensure that they were completed before 
the 2002 Winter Olynqnc Gaines. As-shown in figure 2.5, the largest and 
most costly of the projects is the reconstruction of a 15-mile stretch of U.S. 
Interstate 1-15 that runs through Salt Lake City. The total cost to rebuild I- 
15 is estimated at $1.4 billion, with the estimated federal share totaling 
about $426 millicm. The other prqiects include widening of roads that lead 
to Olympic venues, the reconstruction of bridges to enhance venue access 
and safety, and the installation of an automated traffic management 
systenL 

In addition, DOT officials also reported about $353 million in federal 
funding and support for Salt Lake City's surface and air transportation- 
related systems as beii^ (^ympic^idated Spedfically 
million of federal funding was used for the development and construction 
of Salt Lake City's NortivSouth light-rail transit system, which, according 
to Utah officials, forms the backbone of the plaimed, downtown-portion of 
the 01ynq[>ic spectator transportation system, (see fig. 2.5). This system 
was recently completed, and the Utah Transit Authority recently obtained 
approval for an additi<mal $91 million in federal funding to extend this 
system to the Universily of Utah, yMd\ will house the Olympic athletes. 
Additionally, local transit agencies are planning to use about $9 million in 
federal funding to construct intermodal centers, about $4 million in federal 
funding to improve commuter rail service, and about $4 million for an 
Intelligent Transportation System upgtade. These local transit agencies 
have already spent over $5 million on transit studies. Moreover, the 
Federal Aviation Administration plans to spend about $16 million to 
purchase and upgrade facilities at the airport in preparation ftnr Hie Games. 



As of April 2000, two other federal agencies, the Forest Service and the 
Postal Service, planned m^jor capital improvements to be completed in 
time for the 2002 Winter Olynqpics Game& l^iedfically, Ihe Forest Service 
plans to spend about $8.9 million for capital improvements in 
campgrounds and trails in the national forest recreational areas to better 
serve the expected increase in the nuniber of visitors to the Utah national 
forests during and following the Games. The Postal Service also plans to 
spend about $4.7 million to inqprove its postal facilities to better serve the 
public during the Games. 

Similar to when the 1984 and 1996 Summer Olympic Games were held in 
the United States, legislation has been introduced authorizing a 
Ckmunemorative Coin Program for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. 



About $14 MiUion Planned 
for Other Capital 
Improvement Projects 
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No govemmentwide law or policy exists that defines the federal 
government's overall role in funding or supporting the Olympic Games 
when they are hosted in the United States. Nor is there a requirement for a 
single agency to oversee and monitor the apprt^riateness of federal 
ftmding and support provided to the Olympic Games. However, in reality, 
many federal agencies have been involved in helping to fund and support 
various aspects of planning and staging the Olympic Games and in helping 
to prepare llie sdected dly wfaoi tile Games are hosted ^ 

bi some cases, Congress has specifically designated funds for projects or 
activities related to the Olympic Games in agencies' authorizing and/or 
ajMpn^jriations legislation or in committee reports accompanying 
l^dation. In other cases, federal agencies have assisted Olympic 
organizing ccHnmittee, state, and local officials by providing funding and 
support for projects and activities, such as security, that are part of their 
normal missions. State and local governments and Olympic orgfinizing 
committees often request assistance from the federal government because 
they do not liave enough resources to provide the infrastructure 
improvements necessary to prqMute the host dty or to plan and stage all 
aq)ects of the Olympic Games. 

Congress aiHl federal agencies have made funding and support decisions 
for the Games on a project-by-project basis, and agencies generally have 
used their normal processes and procedures for approving and monitoring 
fimding and support fior the Olympic Games. However, for the 1996 
Summer Olympic Games and the 2002 Winter Olympic Games, the 
President established a White House task force to coordinate federal 
involvement in the Games. The task force is chaired by the Vice-President 
and coKihaired by the Assistant to the lYesidaU and Cabinet Secretaiy and 
the Assistant to the President and Director of Intergovernmental Affairs 
and includes representatives from OMB and other federal agencies. In 
additirai, starting with 1hel984 Summer Olympic Games, OMB began 
reqpiesling federal agencies to report to it regarding how much funding and 
support they provided for the Olympic Games when they are hosted in the 
United States. Although this reported information was helpful, the 
infimrmation lliat liie agencies provided to OMB for the 1996 Summer 
Olympic Games was not always ccm^Iete or provided in a consistent 
manner. 
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Federal Government 
Ekicourages Support of 
Olympic Games, but 
No Goverranentwide 
Policy Exists 



Although the federal government has historically supported the hosting of 
Olympic Games by a U.S. city, a goverrmxentwide policy on the role of the 
federal govermnent in terms of funding and supporting the Games does not 
exist The Amateur Sports Act, the only gofvemmentwlde legislatim that 
addresses the Olympic Games, was not enacted for this purpose. The 
Amateur Sports Act gives USOC, among other things, exclusive jurisdiction 
over aU roattera pertaining to the partidpatim 

Oljnnnpic Games, including the representation of the United States in such 
Games and the organization of the Olympic Gaines when they are held in 
the United States. 



In addition, USOC, not the federal government, selects the U.S. city that 
may present a bid to host the Olympic Games. Once USOC selects the U.S. 
dty, as a matter of formality, the President of the United States submits a 
letter to the IOC encoun^g the sdection off the U.S. city to host the 
Games. Although the federal goverrmient is not formally involved in the 
selection process, if the U.S. city is awarded th^ right to host the Games, it 
is Hkdy that requests from state and local g ove rnme n t s and Olympic 
organizing conmuttees for federal assistance wiU be forthcoming. Such 
federal assistance has been needed because the costs associated with 
planning and staging the Olympic Games have far exceeded the financial 
resources of these entities. 



Under the IOC host city contract for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games, Salt 
Late City and USOC, not the fMeial govimmient, are reqxmsilde to 

organizing the Games. The contract states, in part, that Salt Lake City, 
SLOG, and USOC shall be jointly responsible for all commitments 
concerning the organization and staging of the Games, with the exception 
of financing the Games. Financing the Games is the responsibili^ (tf both 
Salt Lake City and SLOC. In addition, organizers of both the 1984 and 1996 
Suirmier Olympic Games stated that they were dedicated to hosting the 
Games with revenue from private sources. Specifically, in the case of the 
1996 Summer Olympic Games in Atlanta, ACOG officials said that 
taxpayers would not be asked to pay for the Olympic Games. The 
organizers for the 1984 Summer Olympic Games in Los Angeles have also 
made similar sliatements. 



The megority of the revenue to organize and finance the Olympic Games is 
generated from television broadcast rights, corporate sponsorships, ticket 
sal^ and proceeds fitrni the sale of Olynqiic merchandise. AUhou^ these 
combined sources have produced significant revenue for the Games, it 
generally was less than the amount required to host the Games, in part, 
because the revenues were to be divided among the Olympic organizing 
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commiltee, USOC, and the IOC. For example, for the 2002 Winter Olympic 
Games, revenue from the sale of television broadcast rights is to be divided 
between SLOG and the IOC. SLOC is scheduled to receive 60 percent of the 
tdevision broadcast revenue, and the IOC is to 

To supplement the revenue received from television broadcast rights, 
corporate qponsorships, and other sources, the Olympic organizing 
committee has historically made requests to the federal government for 
assistance. For example, included on SLOC's staff is a Vice-President of 
Federal Government relations who is responsible for contacting officials at 
the White House, federal dep artm e n ts and agencies, as well as Members of 
Congress, to obtain federal assistance as needed for the Olympic Games. 
ACOG also had a similar position on its staff for the 1996 Summer Olyn^ic 
Games. 

As discussed in chapter 2, the federal government has provided or plans to 
provide a combined total of about $2 billion (in 1999 dollars) for the 1984 
and 1996 Summer Olympic Games and the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. 
However, this fimcMng and siq>port has been provided in an ad hoc manner 
by as many as 24 different federal agencies for projects and activities 
ranging &om safety and security activities to venue construction because 
no governmentwide policy exists that specifically governs the overall role 
and responsibilities of the federal government with respect to funding and 
supporting the Games. Moreover, there is no requirement for any federal 
agency to oversee and moiutor the appropriateness of the federal funding 
and support of tiie Olynqdc Games. 

In fact, we found that only a few efforts have been made to coordinate ttie 
federal government's overall involvement with projects and activities 
rdated to hosting the (Xympc Games in the United States. One ellbrt 
included the establishment of the White House Task Force on the 2002 
Winter Olympic and Paralympic Games, which was created by the 
President on September 25, 1998. This interagency taslc force includes 
representatives firom about 27 federal agencies, is chaired by the Vice 
President, and was established to essentially coordinate federal activities 
involved in helping to prepare Salt Lake City to stage the Games. The 
Assistant to the President and CaMnet Secietazy and the Assistant to the 
President and Director of Intergovernmental Affairs serve as vice chairs. 
The task force met four times between its inception and June 2000. At 
these meetings, representatives from the federal agencies, SLOC, and state 
and local officials provided updates on their suppcnrt of the 2002 Winter 
Olympic Games. According to the vice-chairs of the 2002 Winter Olympics 
Task Force, although the task force does not have oversight responsibility 
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for ensuring the appropriateness of federal funding and support for the 
Olympic Games, the task force does review all or most of the m^or 
requests for federal funding and support, particularly transportation 
requests. A similar task foit» was established for ^ 1996 01ynq;>ic Gaines 
in Atlanta. 

Another effort inchuksd the issuance of PDD-62. As discussed in chapter 2, 
PDD-62 is a classified document that directs an integrated approach 

among federal law enforcement agencies to effectively manage terrorist . 
threats and the consequences of such attacks against U.S. citizens or 
infisstructure. Fbr national spedal security evi^tts, such as tlie 2(X^ 
Winter Olympic Games, PDD-62 provides the Secret Service with lead 
agency responsibility for security planning; the FBI with lead agency 
responsibility for counter-terrorism; and FEMA with lead agency 
respcmsibility for consequence management following ternnist inddoits. 
Finally, as discussed later in this chapter, 0MB has taken the initiative to 
collect information from all of the agencies providing some funding and 
support for the Olympic Games. 



The authority to provide about $690 million of the combined total of about 
$2 billion in federal funding and support provided for the 1984 and 1996 
Summer Olympic Games and planned fbr the 2002 ll^^nter Olympic Games 
was designated for the Olympic Games by Congress.' Of the approximatdy 
$690 million. Congress designated about $194 million to help plan and 
stage the Olympic Games in Los Angeles in 1984, Atlanta in 1996, and Salt 
Lalffi City in 2002. To help prepare the host cities of Atlanta and Salt Lake 
City, Congress designated about $496 million to fund and stq>poit hi|^nvay, 
transit, and capital improvement projects, as of April 2000. 

Li addition, with the passage of the Transportation Equity Act of the 21 

Century (TEA-21),^ Congress enhcinced Utah's consideration for 
discretionary funding by granting the Secretary of Transportation the 
authority to give priority consideratitm to Olympic host cities. Specifically, 
section 1223 of TEA-21 states that the Secretary may give priority 
consideration for funding transportation projects relating to £in Olympic or 
Paralympic event if the project meets the extraordinary needs associated 
with such an evmt and meets the criteria for interstate or bridge 



' Generally, Congress decided whether to fund a ijarticular Olympic-related project or activity on a 
case-by<ase basis. The decision is usually made as jjart of the authorization and apijropriation process. 
In the committee report or the applicable appropriation bill, Congress specified the project or activity 
to be ftnded and the unoioit <tf dw fimtttng. 

' TEA-2 1 was enacted as Public Lnr 106-178 on June 9, 1906, and reaulhoriaea the fMenl smftce 
transportaticm programs through flacal year 2003. 



Congress Designated 
Seme Federal Funding 
and Support for 
Olympic-Related 
Projects and Activities 
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discretionary funding.' Since 1998, Utah has received about $97 million of 
the approximate $350 million made available in the Federal Highway 
Adndidsbaiion bridge and interstate nudntenance discretionary funds. 
According to LAOC officials, Los Angdes did not receive any federal funds 
for highway, transit, or ca|ntal improvement projects for the 1984 Summer 
Olympic Games. 



Congress Designated About 
$194 MMon for Fianning 
and Staging tlie Olyn^ic 
Games 



For the 1984 Summer Olympic Games in Los Angeles, Congress 
specifically designated about $47 nullion of the approximately $75 million 
provided by the federal goverrunent to DOD to provide safety- and 
seciiiil3H<dated8ervioeB.Iti addition, to hdp plan and stage the 1996 
Summer Olympic Games in Atlanta Congress designated about $90 million 
of the approximate $185 million in federal funding and support. For 
example, the flmcHng was used to siqipoit the fidlowing projects or 
activities: ■ 



• $46 miUion to DOD, Justice, and Treasury for safety- and security-related 
service^ 

• $6 miDion to the Foirest Service to biuld the Ocoee Whitewater ^om 

venue; 

• $7 miUion to EPA to complete the Olympic stadium-related sewer system; 
and 

• $17 million to IX)T to fund the spectator transixxrtaticm^^stemi^^ 
during ttie 1996 Summer Olynqpic Games. 

CoDgreBB auttunrized and ai^ropriated about $14 million to seven federal 

agencies for the Paralympic Games. These funds were used for office 
equipment and supplies; training and support for volunteers; food, lodging, 
and receptitms for aUdeies and visiting d^taries; lodging and airfare to 
the United States for the httemational Paralympic Committee memben^ 
and opening, closing, and award ceremonies' costs. These costs also 
imduded the $2 million that GSA spent to help cover a part of APOC 
administraitve staff payndl costs for planning and sta(^ the Piaral^^ 
Gamee^ \diiidi is discussed in greater detafl in chsq;>ter 4 

As of April 2000, Congress had designated about $57 million of the 

approximately $254 million that the federal government has provided or 
has planned to provide to plan and stage the 2002 Winter Olympic 



'SdMtton criteria linrlfaedhmeltoniiy bridge tod»t^ 

and the total OMt <tf the inject To be eligible for iitagrtate maint^^ 

ps oj ee iM moat be on a Mgkvoliane route in an wban area or a high-truck-volume route in a nml area. 
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Games. For example, the funding was appropriated to five fedoal agraides 
to siqpport the foUowing projects or activities: 

• $37 mflUtm to IXyr to buOd access roads to venues and a tesnponoy 

system to transport spectators to and from Olympic venues, 

• $ 1 7 million to Justice for safety- and security-related services during the 
Olympic Games, 

• $2.1 million to EPA for sewer cmsferuction, 

• $92,000 to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to 
provide forecasting services during the Games, and 

• $876,000 to DOE to help support the Paralympics. 



Without congressional stqyport, some of the projects and activities related 
to planning and staging ttie 1996 Summer Olympics Games may not have 
heea cmnpleted in time tor the Games. For example, if Congress had not 
authorized and appropriated the approximately $6 milhon to the Forest 
Service for the development and construction of the Ocoee Whitewater 
Slalom venue, the event may not have been a part of the 1996 Summer 
Olynqdc Games. Acooiding to Fbrest Service officials, ACXX? agreed to 
include the sport as an Olympic event provided it did not have to fund the 
development of the Whitewater Slalom venue. In total, the approximately 
$22 million in federal funding accounted for the rmuority of the estimated 
$33 million spent to bviild the venue and contributed si^iificantly to llie 
venue's being devekq)ed and conqdeted in time for the 1996 Games. 



Congress Designated About 
$496 Million to Help 
Prepare Atlanta and Salt 
Lake Gily for the Olympic 
Games 



To help prepare the host dty of AUanta for the 1996 Summer Olynqiic 

Games, Congress specifically designated over $172 million to complete 
two transportation and two capital improvement projects in time for the 
Games. These funds included about $96 miUion to DOT for Atlanta's 
downtown rapid transit system, $61 million for an automated hi^iway 

information system, $13 million to renovate the Martin Luther King 
historical site, and $2 million to reconstruct the Savannah River Walk. 



Additionally, DOT officials told us that some federal restrictions were 
waived temporarily so that the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit 
Authority (MARTA) could obtain the necessary federal assistance 
des^nated by Ckx^ress to Iniild its rapid transit system. FVir ezai^ 
Georgia's Department of Transportation officials told us that Atlanta's 
North Line Extension had been planned for a long period of time, but they 
had not been able to use the federal funding approved for the project 
because they were not able to meet the federal requiremoit of inoviding a 
20-percent local match to federal funds provided for the project. However, 
after Atlanta had been selected to host the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, 
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DOT allowed MARTA to defer the local match requirement and begin 
receiving the entire available federal share before spending any local 
fimds. 

To help prepare the host city of Salt Lake City for the 2002 Winter Olympic 
Gaines, Congress has designated over $323 million of the approximately $1 
billion to comply transit, highway, and capital improvement projects. 
These projects include an estimated $300 million for Salt Lake City's major 
light-rail system and supporting projects, $19 million for accelerated road 
and bridge projects, and $4.5 million for national forest improvements (see 
app. HI). Similar to the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, according to DOT 
officials, the construction of the Snowbasin and Winter Sports Park access 
roads, which are to provide access to the downhill skiing, ski jump, 
bobsled, and luge venues for the 2002 llt^nter Olyminc Games, would not 
have been possible, nor would they have been built, without the 
approximately $15 million specifically designated by Congress. Officials in 
both Georgia and Utah told us that their rail projects had been planned 
long before they w«« selected as an Otymjnc host dly. However, they did 
acknowledge that the approval, funding, and completion of the transit rail 
projects were critical to their siKMressfiilly hosting the Olympic Games in 
Atlanta and Salt Lake City. 



Federal agency officials iqpproved the use of about $1.3 billion for projects 
and activities related to planning and staging and preparing the host cities 
fior Hie 1984 and 1996 Summer Olympic Games and the 2002 Winter 
Olympics Games. Of the approximately $1^ Mllkm, about $320 million was 
for planning and staging the Olympic Games and about $1 billion was 
provided to help prepare Atlanta and Salt Lake City to host the Games. 
S^jedlicaUy, to prepare the host dties, federal agencies iq[^roved 
about $251 million for Atlanta and plan to approve about $689 million for 
Salt Lake City so that highway, transit, and capital improvement projects ' 
could be completed in time for the Olympic Games. 

Federal officials said that they generally relied on their existing policies 
and procedures to help them make decisions about providing federal funds 
and support for the Olympic Games. Agency officials also said that th^ 
generally approved requests for federal funding and support that are 
consistent with their mission-related responsibilities, such as providing 
safety- and security-related services. With a few exceptions, most federal 
agencies do not have specific guidelines <hi providing federal ftmdhig and 
support for the Olympic Games. DOD is one of the few agencies (hat has 
specific guidance on supporting the Olympic Games. DOD developed its 
own guidelines r^arding providing support to special events such as the 

» 



Agency Officials Made 
Decisions to Fund and 
Support Most Olympic- 
Related Prejects and 
Activities 
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Olympic Games. Sped&caiiy, DOD's giudeUnes far natiatul spedak events 
state that 



• Itiepiinnaiy defense missicm could not be adversdyaff^^ 

the Olympic Games; 

• DOD is the supplier of "last resort," that is, it provides resources when all 
alternative public and private means have been exhausted; 

• the use of appropriated ftmds was limited to secui^^ 
functions that cotdd not oliierwise be acconqdiaiied by the public 
authorities; 

• private organibdngcoinmitteesdiaUreimbuise DOD in advance,^ 
approved support, with the excq>tion of the Paralympics; and 

• support to other federal agencies is to be provided (Hi a reimbursable 
basis, under the terms of the Economy Act* 



These guidelines were in effect during the 1996 Summer Olympic Games. 
In addition, as discussed in chapter 2, DOD now has specific statutory 
authority to provide assistance to federal, state, and local governments in 
connection with llie (Nynqpic Games and oilier aportJng events. 



Agencies Provided About 
$320 Million to Help Plan 
and Stage the Olympic 
Gaines 



As of April 2000, federal agencies provided or planned to provide about 
$320 million to hdp fian and stage the 1984 and 1996 Summer Ofymfic 
Games and the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. Theflmding and support that 
were provided generally came firom the agencies' regular operating 
budgets, or by reprogramming ftmds or shifting resources from an existiitg 
program to meet the needs of the Olympic Games. Agencies' officials 
stated that if the Games were not held in the United States, the funds 
would have been used to support other mission-related projects. 
^)ecifically, federal agencies jxovided about $28 million for the 1984 
Summer Olympics, provided about $95 million for the 1996 Summor 
Olympics, and planned to provide about $197 million for the 2002 DiHiiter 
Olympics because agency ofiDcials believed that the projects and activities 
were consistent with their missions. For example, in the area of safety and 
security for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, the Drug Enforcement 
Administration reassigned 300 additional agents; the FBI reassigned 1,200 
additional stafl; tiie Immigration and Naturalization Services reassi^ied 
130 additional agents; and the U.S. Marshals Service reassigned 150 
additional marshals to the Atlanta area during the Games to help provide 
safety- and security-related services. 



* The Ek:onoiny Act, 31 U.S.C. Sections 1535 and 1536, authorizes the inter- and intra-depaitmental 
fbnddrfngi ofinatetida wpoftnnaiiDe of «^ 
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Similarly, several other federal agencies provided funding and svq[>port to 
help plan and stage the 1996 Games in Atlanta. For example, 

• The Natural Resources Conservation Service provided about $331,000 to 
its regional office responsible for the Atlanta area, for the cost of flowers, 
shrubs, and grasses for 3 Olympic venues, 16 city parks, and 14 other city 
locations. Acconfing to Natural Resources Conservaticxi Service officials, 
the purpose of providing this assistance was to test the vitality of native 
plants in an urban setting. 

• DOE provided about $3.5 million for O^rmpic-related projects associated 
with energy efficiency and renewable energy. Some of those projects 
included the installation of solar electrical systems at the Olympic 
swimming vemw and geotheimal heat pumps at two Geot^ Institute of 
TediiKjlogy dcHxnitories in the Olynqpic tillage. 

• ESPA used about $313,000 of its regional discretionary funds to build a bike 
path to improve access to various 1996 Olympic events in downtown 
Atlanta. EPA justified the support by stating that the bike path was part of 
a demonstration project to publicize and promote cleaiv-air transportation 
modes. EPA also provided a fidlrtinie employee to work for ACCKrovor a 
2-year period to assist in addressing environmental concems. 

• The Economic Development Administration awarded about $3. 1 million in 
grants for public works projects tor the Olympic stadium and other venue 

sites as well as funded Olympic-related economic studies to cany out the 
Economic Development Administration's mandate to foster and provide 
employment opportunities. 

For Salt Lake City, federal officials planned to spend about $197 million of 
their regular agency funding for activities related to planning and staging 
the games. This ftmding includes the following: 

• $21 million in additional security costs to bring in FBI agents and special 
response teams as well as to construct a command post that is to be used 
to coordinate federal, state, and local responses to any security threat 

• $3. 1 million in HUD funding for housing projects to be used during the 
games to house media and federal security pers(»mel. After the Olympics, 
this hmising is to become subsidized housing for low-income residents. 

• $2 million in increased postal services, including bringing in equipment and 
postal inspectors to ensure tiie safety of mail going to the Olympic Village. 
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To help prepare Atlanta and Salt Lake City to host their respective Olympic 
Games, federal agencies provided or plan to provide about $1 billion 
because th^ believed most of the projects and activities were mission- 
related. Of the approximately $1 billion, about $251 million was provided 
to Atlanta and about $689 million was provided or plamied to be provided 
to Salt Lake City for highway, transit, and capital improvement projects. 
Aconding to federal and state transportation officials, Ihese proyet^ 
principally involved highway and transit projects that Georgia and Utah 
planned on building regardless of the Olympic Games. However, according 
to federad and state transportation officials, hosting the Olympic Games 
influenced to aame extent the dedAoaa as to n^ch projects to initiate, 
complete, and fund with their formula-driven federal funds' and may have 
influenced DOT's decisions to approve certain highway dlscretlonaiy 
flmds for Olympic-related projects. 

For example, Georgia's State Department of Transportation used about 
$195 million of its federal highway formula funds — funds the State would 
have recdved regardie» of the Olympic Games — on infrastructore 
improvements to highways in and around Atlanta in anticipation of the 
Olympic Games. According to state transportation officials, as soon as 
Atlanta was selected as the host city for the 1996 Olympic Games, they 
immediately reviewed M^nr^ynrelated projects in the state's 20-year 
transportation improvement program and identified those projects that 
would affect the city's ability to host the Games. These officials said they 
then made those projects a pri(xity and accelerated their construction 
schedules to ensure that they were completed in time frar the Games. 

Georgia also received about $17 million firom DOT discretionary funding, 
which was in adcHMmi to both the state formula and the discreli<mary 
funding specifically designated by Congress. These projects included the 
MARTA Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) and the University 
Pedestrian Walkway projects, which were q|)edfically approved by the 
Secretary of DOT. For the discretionary funding, federal and state officials 
told us that they believed the State may have received some priority 
approval considerations for these projects, but it did not necessarily 
receive the fkmdlng s(ddy because of the Olynqste Games, llie remi^^ 
$39 million was spent on capital improvements, such as the $3 million 
spent by the Economic Development Administration to revitalize Atlanta's 
business district 



' Hw tenn "formulardriven federal funds" refers to a statutoiy distiibutimt of fimds providing certain 
fVindlng lev^ to the states cn the baaia erf tonrnibs prescribed fay law. 
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Similarly, the m^ority of funds that federal agencies plan to provide to Salt 
Lake City are for transportation infrastructure. Once Salt Lake City was 
sdected to host the 2002 Winter Olympic Gaines, Utah transportation 
officials (1) surveyed their highway and infrastructure-rdated needs in 
anticipation of the Games and (2) identified projects that were to receive 
priority from their annual federal highway formula funds and any 
discretionaiy ftmding they could receive ftom the Secretaiy of DOT. FVom 
this survey, they found that an extgttdve amount of work needed to be 
completed in the Salt Lake City area, especially the reconstruction of a 15- 
mile stretch of Interstate 15 (1-15) in time for the Winter Olympic Games. 
Althou^ planned b^ore Salt Lake Qty was sdected to host the ^^tar 
Olympic Games, the reconstruction of 1-15, at an estimated total cost of 
about $1.4 billion, had to be accelerated. Of the $1.4 billion, $426 million, 
or 30 percent, is to be fbnded by tlie federal government and the remai^^ 
$074 minion, or 70 percent, is to be fkmded by state and kical resources. 

To finance the 1-15 project and 43 other highway projects, the Utah State 
legislature established a special ftmd, caOed the Centennial Highway Fund 
(Centennial Fund). The Centennial Fund receives moni^ through the 
state's allocations of federal funds and various other sources of revenue, 
including a state fuel tax, state bonds, and state general funds. The 
Centennial Ftand {nojects, indudii^ 1-16, are in addition to Utah's regular 
highway program, which also uses federal funds to pay for projects. 
According to Utah Transportation officials, under the Centennial Fund, 
locations outside of Salt Lake City would be assured that their needs 
would eventually be met, while at the same time, projects critical to 
successfully hosting the Olympic Games would be ftmded and conq^deted 
in time for the Games. 

Since the passage of TEA-21, the 1998 federal highway bill, Utah has used 
about $96 million of the state's approximate $576 million highway formula 
funds for fiscal years 1998 through 2000 on the specific projects that it 
wanted conqdeted in time for the CNynqiic Games. In addition, section 
1223 of TEA-21 authorizes the Secretary of IfcanqKOtation to give priority 
to projects relating to the Olympic or Paralympic Grants, provided the 
projects meet the criteria for interstate or bridge discretionaiy ftmding. As 
shown in table 3.1, the Secretary of Transportation awarded Utah almost 
$88 million in discretionary funds for the various projects Utah wanted to 
have completed in time for the Olympic Games. This was the first time 
Utah had received any of the discretionaiy fimiSng available flnm IX)T' 
Intenstate Midway IMaintenance and Bridie Improvein 
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funds/ Moreover, since 1998, Utah has received about $97 million— of the 
approximately $350 million of DOT's Interstate Highway Maintenance and 
Bridge Improvement discretionaiy funds available. 

As of May 2000, only about $224 million of the planned $675 million in 
federal funding for transportation prqjects has been approved. According 
to a federal highway official, to obtain the remaining $451 million in federal 
assistance needed to complete the projects on time, Utah will have to use 
most (tf its aimual formula funds — about $200 million each year — plus 
obtain another $100 million in federal discretionaiy funds from the 
Secretaiy ofnramiXMrtation. Olliefwiae, aoc(»ding to a federal highway 
official, Utah may have to withdraw additional funds from the Centennial 
Fund, thus delaying the other Centennial Fund projects, to meet its goals 
to have the Olympic-related projects completed before the Games in 2002. 



* JXTb Mostate Highway Maintenanoe nd Bridge hnprovmant diacntfmiaiy ftmds include 
dlBoetionaiy ftmds set-aside for use fay tho Sec w ttB y of TampaMtkn to replace or rehaUUtate 
dirflcient, higtbcoat highway bridges and to fMuftoot natOB^ or noonalnictinleiMate system routes. 
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Table 3.1 : Federal Highway Projects and Activities Designated by Congress or Funded by Federal Agencies for the 2002 Wintar 
Olympic Games 
Dollars in thousands 



Source of federal highway funding 
DiecreHonnry funds 



Projects and activities for the 
2002 Winter Olympic GaniM 


Estimated 
total prafMl 
COM 


Estimated 
total federal 
shara 


Formula 
funds 


DesignalBd 
byConaroM 


Approved by the 
Swrataryof 
TIWMDortallon 


Total federal 
funds 
■DDravwl 


Planning and staging 


Snowbasin/Trappers Loop Road 


$15,530 


$14,962 


$0 


$14,962 


to 


$14,962 


Winter Sports Park Access Road 


5,208 


4.106 


3.162 


0 


0 


3.162 


Olyinplo Transpoitatlon Ptauining 


10227 


10.227 


66 


5.662 


15 


5.785 


Subtotal 




$20286 


$0260 


twiwn 


$16 


$20900 


Preparing host city (Salt Lake City) 


Soldier Hollow Road 


$11,174 


$11,174 


3376 


$0 


$7,528 


$7,904 


SR248 Reconstruction 


12,027 


1 1 ,837 


1,458 


1,799 


5,682 


8,939 


Silver Creek Junction 


25,568 


20,445 


4,735 


0 


9,470 


14,205 


Kimball Junction 


27,462 


21,970 


8,220 


0 


5,682 


13,902 


1-215/3500 South 


1,894 


1,657 


142 


0 


1,515 


1,657 


SRI 73 Bridge 


4,545 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


l-84/US8g Interchange 


18.939 


12.399 


10.505 


0 


1.894 


12.399 


ITS Olympic Expansion 


34,943 


27,955 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1-15 ITS & ATMS 


75,758 


60,606 


9.934 


14,678 


0 


24,612 


University Pedestrian Bridge 


4,735 


3,788 


76 


0 


0 


76 


1-15 Reconstnjction 


1,429,924 


426,136 


56.837 


2.064 


57.083 


115,985 


Fiegional Mobiiity improvements 


59,186 


47.348 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Subtotel 


$1,706,155 


$645,315 


$92,283 


$18,541 


$88,854 


$199,678 




Total 


$1,737,120 


$674,610 


$95,533 


$39,185 


$88,869 


$223,587 


Source: DOT officials and GAO analysis.' 



We found that, in general, once the federal funding and support were 
specifically designated by Congress or approved by agencies officials for 
the particular Olympic-related project or activity, the funds or support 
were provided through the agencies' normal appropriation or budgeting 
process and distributed to the reci|n«[its lluou^ the agencies' nomud 
funding procedures. Federal agencies generally did not track or report 
their expenditures on the Olympic Games, except when they were 
specifically requested to do so by OMB. According to agencies officials, 
they generally did not set up special monitoring or auditing programs 
specifically for Olympic-related funding and suqpport, although some 
^ceptions to this did occur. 

The agexuaes' normal funding procedures that we generally found in place 
for providing the federal funds for the Olympic-related projects included, 
in part, the use of Memorandums of Agreement (MO A); grant awards; 



Federal Funding and 
Support Generally 
Provided Through 
Agencies' Normal 
Funding Procedures 
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contract awards; or apportionments, which are a statutory distribution of 
funds at certain funding levels to states on the basis of formulas prescribed 
in law. For example, most of the transportation funding discussed in 
chq[>ter 2, cmisisted of various Isnpes (MF mass ti^^ 
federal i^pportiomnents for highway-related projects. Other examples 
indiide the Department of Education, as discussed in chapter 4, which 
used a MOA to transfer to USIA about $7.3 million specifically designated 
by Congress for the Paralympic Games. USIA then provided the funds to 
APOC through the use of a federal grant award. DOL also followed the 
same procedures, using a MOA to transfer about $2.6 million to USIA that 
were also spedficaDy designated by Ckmgress for the Paralympic Games. 
USIA then added this amount to the grant it had awarded to APOC. In 
another example, GSA, as discussed in chapter 4, awarded a contract that 
eventually amounted to about $2 million to assist APOC for the Paralympic 
Games. AdditifxiaDy, Ute Forest Service awarded ccmtracts to various 
organizations to ctxistnict the Ocoee Whitewater Salom venue. 

Federal agencies also siqipoited the Olympic Games by providing the 
services of a number of their em|doyees to cany out Olympic-related tasks 
or by providing or loaning agency equipment and supplies. For example, 
DOD and the other law enforcement agencies used their own personnel 
directly to provide safety- and securityrclated services for the Olympic 
Games and accounted for this activity as part of their normal personnel 
costs. In addition to personnel services, DOD also provided or loaned 
equipment, such as aircraft and other surveillance equipment, to provide 
security-related services. In another example, the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, as discussed in chapter 2, used about $331,000 that 
was approved by agency officials to purchase native plants and then gave 
Itie plants to a noiqprafit organization to plant at Olympic venues and dty 
paries. 

Federal grant and contract awards to governmental and nonprofit 
organizations for CMiymporelated projects and activities were subject to 

typical audit procedures that generally govern such awards. For example, 
0MB Circular A-133 sets forth (1) standards for obtaining consistency and 
uniformity among federal agencies for the audit of states, local 
governments, and nonprofit ovganfasations expending federal awards and 
(2) audit requirements for the expenditure of federal funds. In addition, 
according to agencies officials, federal funding and support provided for 
O^mq^c-related projects and activities are subject to typical agency 
monitoring and audit procedures, including the audits performed by the 
Offices of Inspectors General (OIG). We have also reviewed certain 
Olympic-related projects in the past In some instances, agencies or their 
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OIGs have specifically assessed and rqxirted on Olynipic-related prqjects 

or activities. 

We requested cof&es tmm each of the i^endes covered by our review of 

all available audits of Olympic-related projects or activities that were 
prepared by OIGs or other third-party entities. In general, we found that 
these audits or evaluations focused on whether the funds or support were 
spent or used according to the particular MOA, grant agreonent, contract 
award, or other requirement; but did not evaluate the appropriateness of 
the use of the funds or support for the Olympic Games. For example, 

• DOL awarded a federal grant in the amount of $835,000 to the Geoi^ia 
State Department of Techrucal Adult Education Program to use for 
Olympic-related job training and employment opportunities for those 
qualifying individuals in the neighborhoods dose to Olympic venues or 
facilities. The grant funds were passed on to AGOG, wiudi implemented 
the grant requirements, accounted for the expenditvires, and reported 
the financial and program results to the State Department, which then 
reported the residts to DOL In tiiis case, DOL's 016 reviewed the 
rQKjrted results and evaluated the use of the grant funds. The OIG 
concluded that the grant objectives were not achieved and 
recommended that all federal funds spent, or about $427,000 of the 
$836,000 awanted, ahxnM be returmd to DOL. As of April 2000, DOL 
disagreed with the OIG and allowed the entire amount questiMied. Hie 
OIG continues to believe the questioned costs were spent 
inappropriately. 

• The Postal Service in Atlanta reported that it had spent an estimated 
$16.4 million through various construction contracts to improve its 
postal facilities in time for the Olympic Games, bi March 1999, the 
Postal Service's OIG reviewed the Postal Service's management and 
financial controls, federal contracting procedures, and accounting 
records for these contracts. In this instance, the OIG concluded that the 
expedited construction time employed by the Pbstal Service to complete 
the facilities in time for the Olympic Games, caused the Service to incur 
an estimated $2.5 million in excess costs. Although the Postal Service 
disagreed with many of the OIG findings, Postal officials did concede 
that cc»rq[>leting ttie projects in time for tiie Olynqnc Games may have 
increased the cost to the government because of the tight labor 
environment that existed before the Games. 
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• Similarly, DOT's OIG reviewed the 1-15 Reconstruction Project in Salt 
Lake City where the design-build contracting method^ was being used. 
According to the OIG, Utah was using this method to complete the 1-15 
projecC in time for the 2002 Wmter Olympic Games. Jn iis November 
19^ report, the OIG foimd that the (1) estimated cost of $1.6 billion was 
reasonable; (2) project was on schedule; £ind (3) federal government 
was planning to provide about $281 million, or about 17 percent, and 
State and local sources were responsible for providing the remaining 
8Q9proximate $1.3 billion, or about 83 percent, of the total cost of the 
project The OIG recommended that if the requested fimds were not 
received as planned, the Utah Department of Transportation should 
report to DOT how it plans to mate up llie shcHtEalls in funding. 

• Applicable OIG offices for each of the federal agencies listed in 
appendix I reported to 0MB that tiiey audited their respective fancies' 

financial contributions to tiie 1984 Summer Olympic Games. However, 
fi-om the few OIG reports still available, it appeared that these financial 
audits verified only the reported figures. 

We have also done some other work related to federal funding and support 
for the Olympic Games. For example, in June 1996, we reported on the 
participation of U.S. soldiers in (1) assisting with security, (2) spectator 
traniq)CHtation system, and (3) Olymidc field hockey venue preparaticm 
during the 1996 Olympic Gaunes.* This report described DOD's 
participation but did not evaluate the appropriateness of the activities. In 
August 1996, we issued a rftport on tiie Cknnmemorative Coin Program' and 
reported lliat regarding the Olympic Cammemorative Coin Program for the 
1996 Sunmier Olympic Games, the Mint reported a loss of over $3 million, 
while ACOG received about $27 million, as discussed in chapter 2 of this 
report 



' The "design-build" contracting method allows for both design and construction of a project using a 
(dnge contract Under this method, the design and conBtnietlon iduaeB are oombiiied and an Out 

responsibilities of the prime contractor. 

' POD Olympic Support (GA0/NSIAD-96-189R, June 14, 1996). 
•GA0/GGD^113. 
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Incomplete and 
Inconsistent Reporting of 
Olympic-Related Federal 
Funding and Support 



Federal agencies generally did not report liieir Olympic-rdated activtties to 

Congress. However, 0MB initiated attempts to collect Olympic-related 
iiiformation from all federal agencies in June 1985 after the 1984 Summer 
Olympic Games, in May 1996 before the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, and 
in Decanberl809 and FelMruaiy 2000 for the 20Q2 WmbN Ol^npic Games. 
0MB requested the federal agencies to provide (1) information on the 
levels of federal funding, (2) a brief narrative explanation of the purpose of 
the funds, and (3) infonnation on whether the funds were for projects and 
activities that were solely in 8ui^x»t of the Games or related to the Games, 
but that would have been done even if the Games were not held. According 
to 0MB officials, they often do such special reports when there is or they 
believe will be a topic of interest to the President, Congress, or the general 
public 0MB officials said that unlike the 1984 and 1996 Summer Oljnnpic 
Games, they plan to collect infonnation on both funding and support 
planned before the 2002 Winter Olympic Games and actual funding and 
support provided after the Games. According to these officials, the 
infonnaticm an the 1996 Summer Olympic Games was used to devdop 
responses to congressional inquiries and in press releases issued by the 
Office of the Vice President. 0MB officials also stated that as part of their 
budget responsibilities they review agency program funding requests 
befirae tti^ are submitted to Ckmgress; however, iliey do not review 
Gcxngresrional eaimarks of approved fbnds for apec^ 



AltlK>ug|i we foimd tile infimnaliim OlO had collected to be veiy 

in our refview, we noted that the infonnation on the 1996 Summer Olsmqnc 

Games was not complete, and that agencies had not always reported 
infonnation to 0MB in a consistent manner. For example, on the basis of 
information collected in reqxmse to its May 1996 request, 0MB reported 
total federal expenditures of about $329 mOUcxi for Atlanta Olympic- 
related projects and activities. Information we collected from the agencies 
after the Atlanta Olympic Games showed that the agencies spent about 
$608 ndllicm, wtddx is a diffa:«nce of about $279 million. 

Several factors contributed to this difference. First, OMB's request for data 
was made before the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, and OMB did not 
collect addtticMial information after the Games. As a case in pdbnt, nraie of 
the agencies reported the use of their employees as security guards during 
the 1996 Olympic Games, which cost about $1.8 million. 



Second, OMB's figures included oidy about $8 million of tiie approximatdy 

$17 million that the Forest Service used for the Whitewater Slalom venue; 
it did not include any of the funds specifically designated by Congress for 
the Ocoee project According to Forest Service officials, no after-action or 
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Other financial sununaiy report was prepared to show the Forest Service's 
total cost of the venue development. Finally, since the Postal Service does 
not noimally report to 0MB, its funding and support of about $20 million 
for Olympic-related projects and activities were also excluded from OMB's 

data. 

Additionally, some agencies reported some costs inconsistently. For 
example, some agencies included personnel salaries and benefits as part of 
their Olympic-related involvement, while other agencies, such as DOD, 
included oidy incremental costs— 41iose Itiat would not oOierwise have 
incurred — as being Olympic-related. For example, according to DOD 
officials, their reported Olympic-related costs for security-related services 
only included the incremental costs associated with providing the service 
during llie Games. However, tiie Forest Service reported salaiy costs tor 
its personnel who participated in developing the Oooee Whitewater Slalom 
venue and in planning for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games in Salt Lake 
City. 
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Federal Agencies Did Not Use Funds 
Appropriately for Two of Five Olympic- 
Related Projects 

As agreed with you, we evaluated five Olympic-related projects that were 
part of the 1996 Summer Olympic Games for which the authority was 
somewhat unclear to determine whether they were funded and supported 
in accordance with the undeiiying statutory authority and ^>{^caUe 
requirements. We determined that three of these projects were canied out 
in accordance with the underlying statutory authority and were consistent 
with applicable requirements. These three projects were the funding of the 
Oooee Whitewal^r l^om venue, use of fBderal en^ 
security, and payment of Paralympic Games' opening ceremony 
entertainer costs. Of the remaining two projects, we determined that the 
use of a special purpose grant for veterans to largely assist nonveterans 
during the PaialymiHC Games was not in accordance with the underling 
statute and that the payment of the salaries of APOC staff did not conqdy 
with all applicable administratively imposed requirements. 



Ocoee Whitewater 
Slalom Venue Funding 
Was Authorized, but 
Report of Benefits 
Appears to Have Been 
Incomplete 

We found that liie $ 1 7 ndllion provided by the For^ Service tiwt was used 
to [dan, develop, and build the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue was within 

the scope of Congress' authorization and the Forest Service program 
authority. For the project, Cor^ess specifically desigiuited about $1 
ntmion of fiscal year 1993 appropriations foe the Forest Service and $6 
million of fiscal year 1994 Forest Service appropriations for recreational 
developments associated with the 1996 Summer Olympic Games 
Whitewater Rafting events. As stated in the Senate Appropriations 
Conunittee Report for fiscal year 1993, fonds provided to the Forest 
Service in fiscal year 1993 for this purpose were to be used only for 
improvements in the Olympic venue site area that would benefit the public 
use of the Ocoee River area in the post-Olympic years.^ Ftinding for the 
Olympic-specific requirements were to be provided by the Olympic 
organizing committee or Tennessee. Accordingly these funds, as well as 
the remaining approximately $11 million of additioiud funds approved by 
the Forest Service for liie prefect, all came ftom the Forest Service's 



'S. Rep. No. 10^346. 



' GMCHBy, Uie Olympic orgaiuzmg comimttee, not the f edeM gtWIHlllllimil, 
was responsible for developing and constructing the Olympic venues. 
However, we fovmd that the federal goverrunent provided about $22 
million of the apfMTOximately 133 miltton needed to build the Ocoee 
Whitewater Slalom venue for the 1996 Surtuner Olympic Games. Of the $22 
million, the Forest Service provided about $17 million and TVA provided 
$5 miUion. As discussed in chapter 2, the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue, 
which is located in the Qierokee National Pork in T«me88ee, was not <Hi 
the original list of O^^mpic sporting events. 
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construction program funds meant for projects designed to inqirove the 
recreati<»ial uses of national forests by the public 

Although, as previously stated, there is no basis for us to question the legal 

authority of the Forest Service to spend the $17 million involved here, we 
believe that the Forest Service could have done a better job in 
documenting how these expenditures would enhance the public's post- 
Olymi^c use of the venua FVxr example, ncme erf the available economic 
analyses regarding the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue — which supported 
its development — looked beyond the Olympic Games to subsequent 
potential use and no foUow-iq) analysis of this use has been perfcnmed 
According to the Forest Service's Project Director for the Ocoee 
development project, no reports of benefits associated with the post- 
Olympic period were prepared because (1) the project team was 
disbanded 3 days after the Olympic competitions in 1996 and (2) the long- 
term impact of the Whitewater River venue had to be assessed with other 
biophysical impacts of the other uses in the area, which were not going to 
be evaluated until after the Olympic Games. Thus, Forest Service officials 
provided no documenladian showing iidietlier the e3q>enditi]r^ 
the Ocoeo Whitewater Salomvenm benefited puUic use of lliesdte in tte 
post-Olympic period. 

The Ocoee Whitewater Slalom vaxae receives limited use now that the 

Olympic Games are over. According to a TVA official, TVA continued its 
pre-venue development practice of diverting the water in this section of 
the river to title power-generating facility to meet Hie electrical needs of the 
area. However, TVA does release the water from time-to-time for pleasure 
and competitive canoeing, kayaking, and rafting use. However, the 
scheduled use of the Olympic venue section of the river is far below that of 
previoudy existii^ canoeing, kayaldng, aiKl lafyi^ sections of the river. 
Specifically, recreational use of the Olynqxic venue section of the river was 
scheduled for 13 days in 1997, 14 days in 1998, and 20 days in 1999, which 
can be ctnnpared with 113 days in 1997, 1 12 days in 1998, and 112 days in 
1999, for the other sections of the river. Moreover, the Olympic venue 
section of the river that was reengineered for the Olympic Games 
competitions, has hosted eight 2- to 3-day competitive events since the 
1996 Games. On tihe otter hand, according to Forest Service officials, 
hundreds of peofde have used llie visitor's center ikdlity, which was built 
as part of the voiue. 
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About 2 months before the 1996 Summer Olympic Games in AtJanta, the 
U.S. Attorney General made the decision, in a response to a request from 
ACOG, to request federal employees to provide security during the Games. 
SpedficaUy, Ji:^ce asked for about 1,000 federal employee volunteers 
from federal agencies, such as GSA, DOL, HUD, and SSA, to provide 
security service during the Olympic period of July 1 through August 4, 
1996. The cost of providiiig the security services totaled about $1.8 million. 
Althou^ the fedoal employees rranained cm tiieir respective agency's 
payroll, they w^ore ACOG uniforms and worked directly for ACOG for up to 
a 2-week period. Their duties included operating screening devices and 
directing tourist traffic outside Olympic sites and game venues. 

In a Justice Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) memorandum dated May 17, 
1996, OLC determined that the U.S. Attorney General had the authority to 
ask federal agencies to have their employees assist in security operations 
at the Atlanta Olynqgics. OLC determined that the Attorney General had 
such authority pursuant to Title 18 of USC, sections 112, 1116, and 1201, 
which state that the Attorney General can call upon federal agencies to 
enfiwce the provisions of these statutes, whidi are designed to protect 
foreign officials and official guests of the United States from murder, 
kidnapping, and assault. In light of the OLC memorandum and its 
underlying analysis, and since the State Department designated the visitir\g 
Olympic delegations as official gaests of the United States, we have no 
basis to question the authority of federal agencies, upon request of the 
Attorney General, to have their employees assist in providing security at 
the Olympic Games. 



We have long held that federal funds generally cannot be used for 
entertainment expense, imless authorized by statute.^ We determined that 
the $480,000 APOC spent for the Paralympic Games' opening ceremcxay 
performances was authorized under the terms of the interagency 
agreement between the Department of Education and USIA for the 
transfer of funds to USIA, the grant agreement between the USIA and 
APOC, and the und^jying appropriatiim of $7.3 millicm to the Department 
of Education. 

In 1996, APOC contracted with several entertainers to perform or appear 
at tiie opening ceremony for the Paralympic Games. The imlividual 

contracts ranged in price from about $104,000 to $157,000 each. The funds 
used to pay these entertainers came from the $7.3 million appropriation to 
the Deparbnoit of Education that Congress specifically designated for the 



Use of Federal 
Employees to Provide 
Seoirity Diirii^ the 
1996 Summer Olympic 
Games Was W^tWn the 
Scope of Justice's 
Authority 



Use of Federal Funds 
for Entertainers at the 
Paralympic Games* 
Opening Ceremony 
Was Authorized 
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Paralympic Gaines. These funds were transferred to USIA and used to fund 
an USIA grant to APOC. In the MOA that the Department of Education 
used to transfer the funds to USIA, the "opening ceremonies" were listed 
as one of the purposes for wiiich llie Depattmenf s fui^ were to be used. 
Furthermore, USIA's grant to APOC specifically identified $1.3 million of 
grant funds to pay the cost of the operung ceremorues. Thus, since the 
opening ceremonies are a recognized component of the Olympic and 
Paralympic Games and ent«1ainment is an int^i^ part of 
ceremonies, we have concluded that the expenditures for the opening 
ceremonies were authorized by the underlying Department of Education 
appropriation. 



We believe that GSA spent about $2 million in fiscal years 1995 and 1996 
funds, that were specifically designated by Corigress for logistical support 
and peisonnel services for the 1996 Paralympic Games, in a manner litat 
was not ccHisistent with the express tenns of the MOA under which these 
expenditures were made. The conference conunittee's report on GSA's 
appropriation for fiscal year 1995 stated that of the amounts appropriated 
to GSA, iq9 to $1 milUon, Elian be used for logistical and personnel siq^Knt 
fortheXth Paralympiad on disability. FVirlher, the conferees 
recommended GSA's participation in preparation of public facilities for use 
by an unprecedented population of people with disabilities during the 1986 
Paralympiad.' In fiscal year 1996, GSA's iqspropriation earmarked an 
additional amount that was not to exceed $1 million "for logistical support 
and personnel services...for building operations" for the Paralympic 
Games.* 

According to information that GSA provided to us, APOC did not need 
assistance in the areas of construction and operation of facilities. Instead, 
APOC requested that GSA provide the fun^ to pay Hie salaries of Hie 
employees already working for APOC. Specifically, APOC ofBcials asked 
GSA to place certain APOC employees on the GSA payroll and pay them 
biweekly as GSA employees. However, GSA told us that it detennined that 
it had no authority to convert APOC emplcqrees to GSA employees. GSA 
said this would violate federal statutes and Office of Personnel 
Management regulations concerning the hiring of federal employees. The 
MOA GSA entered into with APOC specifically stated that "GSA cannot 
hire employees to work directly for APOC nor can GSA pay for the salaries 
of APOC employees." 



'H.R.Bep.No.103-741. 



GSA Inappropriately 
Used Funds for APOC 
Employee Salaries 
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Nevettfadieas, GSA. subsequently altered into a contract with Randstad, 

Inc., which was a temporary omployment agency, to provide personnel 
services to APOC. GSA's justification for negotiating noncompetitively for 
this procurement of temporary staffing services and personnel siq>port for 
APOC s included the fact that Randstad expressed a wiUingness to waive 
its normal contracting fee cind to "hire" the current APOC employees — 
from the President on down to lower level staff — who were already on 
APOC's payroll. Randstad flirther agreed to use tlie flmds received from 
GSA for this contract to pay the APOC salaries. Hius, aKording to GSA, 
Randstad could freely hire the existing APOC employees and "simply 
assign them back to APOC in whatever capacity APOC requested." GSA 
determined that this practice would not violate federal statutes or Office of 
Personnel Management regulations governing the hiring of federal 
employees and was consistent with the language in the agreement that was 
designed to prohibit any direct transfer of funds to APOC employees. 

In our opinion, use of these funds in this manner is not consistent with the 
express language of the MOA, which provided that GSA would not pay the 
salaries of APOC employees. In reality, the enqployees in question 
remained as APOC employees and ttie payment of their salaries by Ranstad 
with fimds received fkcmi GSA was a circunn^enti<m of the language 
MOA. 



bi 1994, Congress directed HUD in Public Law 103-327 to provide VA with 

a special purpose grant in the amount of $2 million for assistance to 
veterans who were participating in the 1996 Paralympic games. ' However, 
the Secretary of VA endorsed the use of lite special purpose grant to 

provide services for nonveterans as well as veterans. In a letter dated May 
22, 1995, the Secretary wrote to the Chaimum of the Subcommittee on VA, 
HUD and Independent Agencies, House Conunittee on Appropriations, that 

" [wjith the fiinrls provided by the grant, wo plnn to supply disahilily apotta eq u ipment, 
specialized medical and nursing staff, training of rehabilitation professionab, and 
administxative opetati<»ial support for the Paralympic Games. During the Paralympic 
Gamea, the e^i^nnent and services would be available to all Game participants. The Under 
SecrKaiy for HeaMi detennined that fUntitdiing assistance to all paitic^jantB, both veteran 
and ncmveteran, pcovl&d veterans with an equal ofyOTtunity to compete.** 



VA's Use of Funding 
Designated for 
Veterans Was Not 
Consistent With 
Provision in the 
^piopriaMons Act 



*The Fiscal Year 1995 Appropriations Act providing funds for the Departments of Veterans Aifairs and 

Housing and Urban Development (IIl'D). Public Iviw 10 ! .!l:T, pro\ idi s ;i|ipro|)riation.s to lllil) for 
special purpose grants in accordancp with tlic Icniis and < DiKiiliuns spi i ifii'd for such grants in the 
conffRMice report (II. R. Rvp. No. lO-'i-Vl.")) a< i (inip:in\ in>? the Aijprojjriations Act. T\w ciinfcrciKV 
report provided for a special purpose grant for VA of $2 million "for the assistance of veterans who are 
pBtid|Mting intiie 1996 Fantynvic OoMe.* 
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Although we do not have specific infoimation regarding the actual 

beneficiaries of the grant expenditures, we obtained a copy of a VA report 
dated March 1, 1996, which contains an outline of the spending plan for the 
$2 million special purpose grant as follows: 

• medical staffing -$551,832; 

• sports competition staffing - $730,840; 

• medical equipment and supplies -$250,000; 

• aports competition eciuipment - $404,960; 

• research and educational activities - $42,368; and 

• travel - $20,000. 

According to an APOC report, 3,310 athletes participated in the Paralynqxic 
Games. According to a VA official, of those athletes, only about 15, or less 
than 1 percent, were U.S. veterans. It appears, on the basis of the letter 
from the Secretaiy of Veterans AfEairs and the eiq[>lanati<m contained in ttie 
spending plan about some of the proposed expenditures, that the 
Department intended to use the grant funds to furnish assistance to 
ncmveterans as wen as veterans. Thus, it is reascMiable to assume that la^ 
portions of the funds were spent cm nonveterans. Since in this case the 
appropriations provision incorporated the language in the conference 
report that the grant funds were to be used to assist veterans participating 
in the games, the use of these grant funds for the boiefit of nonveterans 
would not be consistent with the iq;qpropiiations language. 

When an expenditure not specifically authorized by an appropriation is at 
issue, the standard for measuring its propriety is the necessary expense 
mle. Under this nilo. an expenditure is permissible if it is reasonably 
necessary for the execution of the objective, purpose, or program for 
which the appropriation was made and is not otherwise prohibited by law. 
As previously noted, the Secretary of Veterans AfiEadrs said that furnishing 
assistance to all participants would give veterans an equal opportunity to 
con^te. In our opinion, this statement does not adequately explain the 
necessity (rf making equipment and services availaMe to nonveterans in 
order to assist veterans. We see no basis for assuming that Congress* 
specific direction to assist veterans meant that it wanted to assist 
nonveterans as well to create a "level playing field." Using these funds to 
assist nonveterans was inconsistcsit with the express language of the 
provision in quration. 

In commenting on a draft of this report, the President of the U.S. IMsabled 
Athletes Fund, Inc., said that the veterans participating in the Paralympic 
Games were direct beneficiaries of not only the $2 million VA grant but 
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also of several million dollars of other private and public sector funding 
acquired by APOC. In addition, the official said that after the Paralympic 
Gaines, APOC provided the imuorily of the disability sports equipment 
procured for the Gaines to veterans' ho^itals and recreation programs. 

According to the President, the equipment is still in use today in VA 
hospitals and in the annual Natioiuil Veterans Wheelchair Games. 
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The federal government has been and continues to be a significant 
supporter of Olympic Games held in the United States. Although a U.S. city 
does not host the O^impic Games on a periodic cycle, the Gaines have 
been held in the United States eight times since 1904 — more than any oilier 
country. However, despite the steady increase in federal funds and 
support, no law or goven u nentwide policy exists that d^nes the 
govenunenf s overall role in funding and supporting the Olympic Games 
when they are hosted in the United States, and no single federal agency 
has statutory responsibility for overseeing and monitoring federal funding 
and support of the Olympic Games when held in the United States. 

In some cases, Congress designated funds for the Olympic Games in the 
agencies' authorization and/or appropriation legislation. However, the 
majority of the federal fundii^ and support was provided in an ad hoc 
manner by as many as 24 federal organizations using their regular funding 
procedures. Several federal agencies provided funding and support in 
areas that are generally the responsibility of the state and local 
governments or the Olympic organizing committeea For example, the 
federal government provided $22 million of the $33 million needed to build 
the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue. According to the IOC host city 
ccHibact, vmae development is Ihe responsibility of the Olympic 
organizing committee. In addition, we also found that VA's and GSA's 
justifications for providing federal funds for two Olympic-related activities 
were not in accordance with the underlying statute or did not comply with 
i^Hcable administrative^ imposed requirements. 

During our review, we did not find any fundamental problem with the 
premise behind the federal goviramment's assast^mce to the Olympic Games 
when they are hosted in the United States. However, there are two areas in 

which Congress may want to consider establishing a goverrmientwide 
policy on the federal government's involvement in the Olympic Games 
when they are hosted in the United States. One ar^ Is the process for 
selecting a U.S. city to bid on hosting the Games. The other area is the 
federal government's role in helping to plan and stage the OJynqpic Games 
and prepare the host cities for the Games. 

Consideration of enacting legislation or establishing a govemmentwide 
policy on the federal government's involvement in the Olympic Games 
when they are hosted in the United States is warranted for several reasc»is. 
First, although the federal government has no formal role in the selection 
of the U.S. city that can submit a bid to host the Olympic Games, if that 
U.S. city is awarded the Games it is likely that requests for significant 
federal assistance win result Seccxid, regardless of the lack of an overall 
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hosted in the United States, the federal government is going to be involvBd 
in several ways. This is because the Olympic Games are a significant 
national and international event that require same services, such as 
security, lliat are legitimate functions of the fedeial government For 
ezanqple, some federal agencies have basic statutory missions, such as 
ensuring public safety and protecting visiting foreign dignitaries, that 
neccanitate their participation. Also, ^ven the size aikl magnitude of the 
Olynq;^ Games, it seems unlikely ttiat a U.S. city selected to host the 
Games would have enough resources to meet all of the needs associated 
with hosting the Games, without the help of the federal government 
Foreign national govemmoits, sudi as Australia and Jiqian, have 
recognized this situation and appear to play more formal, visible roles in 
planning and financing the games when hosted in their countries. Although 
the U.S. government may not want to play as active a role as these 
goivemmentS) it may want to^ at a minimum, fonuaUy lecognto the 
expanding role of the federal govennment in fin^Hng and siqiporting the 
Olympic Games. 

Third, federal flmding and aappart for the Olynqric Games that are iKMted 

in the United States have been provided in an ad hoc manner, agency-by- 
agency, prqject-by-project, without the benefit of an overall federal policy 
and, imtfl recently, without any systematic meam for Congress to get an 
ovefall picture of the amounts and types of federal support being planned 
or provided for the Olympics Games that are hosted in the United States. 
Jn addition, 0MB did not begin to track and report federal agency support 
for the Olympic Games significantly in advance of the Games until the 2002 
Winter Olympic Games. Moreover, the data on the games that 0MB has 
collected from the agencies have not been complete or always consistently 
prepared by the agencies. 

Finally, it is not always clear how much information Congress has on the 
intended use of federal funds for the Olympic Games before they are 
appropriated. For example, although Congress expected the fimds it 
designated for the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue to benefit puUic use of 
the Ocoee River after the 1996 Summer Olympic Games, Forest Service 
officials did not provide economic analyses showing what the expected 
public benefits would be. Thus, before Congress appropriated these funds 
it had limited information about the intended pubUc benefit bom the 
project after the 1996 Summor Olympic GanKS. 
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Congress may want to conrider wh^lier a govenm 
overall role of the federal government with respect to funding and 
siqpporting U.S.-hosted Olympic Games is warranted. If Congress decides • 
that a goverrunentwide policy is warranted, it may want to enact 
legislation that sets fcsth the appropriate role of the federal government in 
terms of funding and supporting the Olympic Games when held in the 
United States. Possible areas that Congress may want to consider for 
specifying a federal role or policy include 



Recommendations 



• .selpction of a bid city; 

• the amount and type of federal funding and support to be provided; 

• information desired before and after funding and support are approved; 
and 

• the federal gov«nm»it ovosi^t to be exercised and by whcHn. 

To enable Congress, the executhre branch, and other interested parties to 
idoitify and mcmitor the total amount and type of federal funding and 

support planned for and provided to the Olympic Games when they are ' 
held in the United States, we recommend that the Director of 0MB: 



Track and periodically report to Congress each federal agencies' plaimed 
and actual funding and support of the 2002 Winter Olympic and Paralyn4>ic 
Games and any future Olympic and Paralympic Games hosted in the 
United States, be^miii^ iNiien a U.S. dty is awaided 
Games through the conmpletim of the Gam^ 



• Rcovide guidance to agencies identifying how data on funding and support 
of Olympic Gaines shoidd be ccmqriled to emure ctniaistent and cof^ 

reporting and request all federal entities to provide infmrnaticm, including 
those that do not normally report data to OMB. 

In addition, we recommend that the Administrator of GSA and the 
Secretary of VA direct the appropriate officials at their respective agencies 
to effectively implement policies and controls to ensure that federal funds 
tot the Olympic and Paralympic Games hosted in the United States are 
used for the appropriate purposes in accordance with the underlyii^ 
appropriations and other statutes and all applicable laws, regulations, 
policies, and agreements. In commenting on a draft of this report, the 
White House Task Force on the 2002 ^^ter Olympic aiul Paralyn^ic 
Games suggested that GSA and VA consult with OBIB on Olynqpic-rdated 
funding issues. 
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Agency Comments and 
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Most of the agencies and organizations that provided comments provided 
techniccd changes regarding the amount of federal funding and support 
provided to the Olympic Games, which we made where appropriate. 
However, GSA, VA, and tlie U.S. Disabled Athletes Ftmd, Inc., disagreed 
thattiie GSA. and VA Olympic-related projects were not done in 
accordance with the statutoiy or administrative requirements or 
congressional intent 



OMB's Deputy Director concurred with our recommendation that it 
periodically track and report federal Olympic-related funding and said that 
0MB plans to report to Congress on federal support for the upcoming 2002 
Winter Olympic and Paralyn^c Games as part of its preparation for the 
fiscal year 2002 President's bi^et. 0MB also concurred with our 
recommendation aimed at ensuring that it collects complete and 
consistent data from agencies and believes that it was already carrying out 
that recommendation. 



Further, 0MB noted it generally collects data from agencies' central 
budgeting offices, which it believes are the best source for Olympic-related 
ftmding information. It believes that we often collected our data finom 
agency regu>nal or noncentrail budget offices. In this regard, wp collected 
data on planned and actual Olympic-related funding and support from a 
variety of sources within federal agencies, including central and 
component agency budget offices and headquarters and regional program 
offices. Because of the inconsistencies we found firom all of these sources, 
as 0MB proceeds to collect Olympic-related funding and support data 
tarn agencies, we continue to believe that it is inq>ortant for 0MB to 
ensure that it is recdving complete and c(»isistent information. 

GSA's Administrator said that GSA appreciates the time and effort that we 
expended in developing this most worthwhile report However, the 

Administrator said that GSA takes strong exception with our interpretation 
of the MOA language and the services provided by Randstad. According to 
the Administrator, the express purpose of the Randstad conti act was to 
provide the logistical and support services intoided by Congress and 
promised to APOC by the MOA, while, at the same time, permitting GSA's 
compliance with the MOA. He noted that the MOA provision and the 
Randstad contract both operated exactly as intended and did not 
circumvent the express language of the MOA 

We continue to believe that this arrangement was an attempt by GSA to 
circumvent the language in the MOA and that these expenditures were not 
consistent with the MOA. As we point out in this report, the MOA provides 
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that GSA would not pi^ liie salaries of APOC employees. GSA 

acknowledges that the employees involved continued to be "APOC 
employees" even though their salaries were paid by Randstad, using the 
funds Randstad received from GSA. GSA has not provided us with any 
infoniudion to indicate that it ctmtracted wi^ 

services that APOC was not performing. Rather, it iq[>pears that the only 
reason GSA entered into this agreement with Randstad was to avoid 
violating the prohibition in the MQA. 

The Acting Secretary of Veteran Affairs concurred with our 
recommendation that VA effectively implement policies and controls to 
oisure that jfedeial ftmds tea tite Olympic and Paralympic Games hosted in 
the United States are used tar the impropriate purposes in accordance with 
the underlying appropriations and other statutes and all applicable laws, 
regulations, policies, and agreements. However, the Acting Secretaiy said 
that VA's e:q)a[iditure of these funds was "in accordance with 
congressional intent." He said that VA had determined that assisting all 
participants in the Paralympics, both veterans and nonveterans, was 
necessary to provide veterans with an equal opportunity to compete and, 
therefore, was consistent with the appropriations language. We coieidaed 
and rejected this argument in readling our conclusion. The Acting 
Secretary also contends, as we recognize in this report, that VA had 
informed the House Subcommittee on Appropriations of its intended use 
of these funds to assist mmvetonans and that the Sid>ccmmiitt^ 
object. There is no leg^ basis for concluding lhat the statutory limitation 
in effect was nullified because the Subconunittee did not respond, either 
positively or negatively, to the letter informing it of VA's proposed use of 
these funds. 

In addition, the Acting Secretaiy believes that certain language contained 
in the House Report accompanying VA's fiscal year 2000 appropriation act, 
which urges VA to use general administration fimds to hdp with 

preparations for the 2002 Paralympics and does not limit such assistance 
to veterans, supports VA's position regarding the funding for the 1996 
Paralympics. Such post-«iactment legislative tdstoiy has no legal 
significance regarding the prqper interpretation of appropriation 

provisions enacted in 1994. Thus, we continue to believe that VA's use of 
these funds to assist nonveterans was inconsistent with the appropriations 
language. 

The President of the U.S. Disabled Athletes Fund, Inc., expressed concern 
that the draft report did not adequately address the profound impact of the 
1996 Paralympic Games and the larger social context in wbich the Games 
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were organized. Although evaluating the specific impacts of the 1996 
Paralympics on society was not one of our objectives, we agree in 
principle that the Paralympics provides an opportunity to view the 
potaitial peif onnance and as;)irati(»)s oi peqple with disabilities in a new 
light 

In addition, the President of the U.S. Disabled Athletes Fund, expressed 
concern about three issues in our dmft v^[X)ft. Fbst, he said 1ii6 report 
cited the use of federal funds for entertainers at the Paralympic Games' 
opening ceremony as questionable. However, we did not question the use 
of federal ftmds for this pun^ose. On the cmtiaiy, we concluded that the 
expenditures for the opening ceremorues were authnised hy the 
Department of Education's appropriation. 

Second, the President (tf the U.S. Disabled Athletes Fund disagreed with 

our finding that GSA inappropriately used funds for APOC employee 
salaries. He explained that GSA and APOC determined that contracting 
with a temporary service met the requirements of the MOA and were in 
accordance with Ixjtti the letter and the spirit of congressional direction. 
We recognize in the report that the contract in question was not 
inconsistent with the imderlying appropriation. Nonetheless, other than 
expressing his confidence in GSA, the president did not provide us with 
any basis to change our coiKdusion that the expenditures were not 
consistent with the express language of the MOA, which states fliat Hie 
funds would not be used to pay the salaries of APOC employees. 

lUrd, regarding VA's use of funding designated for veterans to assist 
nonveterans, the President of the U.S. Disabled Athletes Fund said that 
while it is true that nonveteran athletes benefited from the infrastructure 
enliancen^nts afforded 1^ the VA finding, llie acquisition of q>edali^ 
equqmient, creation of operational infi:«structure, and provision of 
appropriately trained personnel for this complex, world-class sport event 
far exceeded the $2 million special purpose grant provided through VA. 
Hierefore, veterans participating in tiie ParatsnfiqBic Games were 
beneficiaries of not only the $2 million grant but also several million 
dollars of other private and public sector funding acquired by APOC. He 
also said, and we have noted in ctuqpter 4, that APOC provided the majority 
of the disability sports equipment to veteran hospitals and recreation 
programs. However, while we believe it was entirely appropriate for APOC 
to donate the equipment as it did, from a legal perspective, we do not 
bdieve that such action or tiie benefits ttiat veterans recehred from private 
fimds justifies VA's decision to use funds expressly appropriated to assist 
veterans participating in the Paralynq;)ics to assist nonveterans. 
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The National AerQnauti<s and Space Adniinistralimi's Assodate Deputy 

Administrator said that the agency (1) did not provide funding and support 
for the Olympic Games held in Los Angeles, CA, and Atlanta, GA, and (2) 
does not plan to participate in the Games in Salt Lake City, UT. We made 
this correction in this report 

The President and CEO of SLOC said that SLOC believes that the issues 
raised in the draft rqxnt are entirely appropriate for public d^Mte. 
Hovi^ever, he believes that the emphasis should be placed on Olynqric- 
required activities, not on spending that would have otherwise occurred. 
He explained that to form the foundation of an effective public debate, the 
participants should understand which spending is actually Olympic- 
required and Olympic-related. He further said that combining Olynqiic 
funding with fimding for projects that otherwise would have been 
completed for non-Olympic purposes may tend to hide the very significant 
spending that is assodated Willi the (Mympic Games. 

We agree with SLOC that it is important to distinguish between the types 
of federal funding and support that are provided to the Olympic Games 
and bdieve that our report niakes this distinction. Our repent discusses 
federal funding and support provided in teims <rftwo categories (i.e., 
federal funding and support provided for planning and staging the Olympic 
Games v&ans preparing the host city tor the Games). While we agree with 
SLOC's view that the amount of federal funding and support required to 
plan and stage the games is significant, we also believe that the amount of 
federal fimding for preparing the host city is significant and should be 
reported and available far review and discussicm as well. 

The Department of Health and Himian Services suggested that we adjust 
funding data for fiscal years 2000 through 2002 for inflation in a different 
maimer. However, to maintain consistraicy among agencies, we adUusted 
all agencies' data in a ajroOar maimer. 

llie Chaiiinan of the Board of Directcns of TVA said that TVA agrees in 
principle with those aspects of the repent invcdving TVA. TVA also believes 

that the $5 million investment in the Ocoee Whitewater Slalom venue 
proved to be a good business investment for Polk County, TN. 

Hie Department of Agriculture's Qdef Financial Officer said that the 
Forest Service and the Natural Resources Conservation Service; the 
Deputy Under-Secretary of Defense Program Integration; and the 
D^MOtmont of the Interior's Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, 
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and Parks said that they generally concurred with the information in our 
draft report 

In August 2000, the Department of Transportation's audit liaison; the vice- 
dudis of tiie White House Task FVirce cm the 2002 WkOia Otympic and 

Paralympic Games; the Environmental Protection Agency's GAO Liaison; a 
Department of Energy Defense Program Analyst; an official from the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency's Office of Financial 
ManiBgeineni; an official firom the D^MUtment the Treasiny's Office of 
Enforcement; and the President of the Amateur Athletic Foundation of Los 
Angeles provided us with oral technical comments, which were 
incorporated where appropriate. 
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Federal Funding and Support Provided to the 
1984 Summer Olympic Games in Los Angeles 





1999 dollars in thousands' 




Planning and staging the 1984 


Summer Games 




Federal oraanization 


Project or activity 


Expenditure 


Desianated 
by Congress 


Dfinartment of Aoriculture 




$234 




Animal and Plant Health Insoection Service 


Equestrian event: quarantine horses and 
increased agency services 


234 


0 


DtpwUnent of Commerce 




382 


0 


Economic Development Administration 


Inctaased agency services 


146 


0 


Nfltinnfll OppAnir find Atmn<%nhprio 

Administration 


^AffillthAr fnrpofl^tinn ^prvirp^ fnr Olvrrtnip pvpnt^ 


236 


0 


Department of Defense" 


Safety and security personnel, equipment, and 

services 


46,703 


72,971 


Department of Health and Hiuiun SwrvioM 


Safety- and security-related services 


309 


0 


Department of Justice 


Increased agency services 


9,904 


0 


Drug Enforcement Administration 


Safety- and security-related services 


414 


0 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Safety- and security-related services 


7.536 


0 


Immigration and Naturalization Service 


Safety- and security-related services and 
increased agency services 


1.847 


0 


U.S. Marshals Sennce" 


Safety- and security-related sendees 


0 


0 


Interpol 


Safety- and security-related services 


7 


0 


Department of State 


increased aoancy aenfloes 


2,865 


0 


DaiMurtment of TramportaUon 




3.953 


0 


U.8. Coast Guard 


Safety- and security-related sarvioas 


2.701 


0 


Federal Aviation Administiaiion 


Safety- and security-related seivioas and 
increased aoency services 


1.2S2 




Department of the TMaaiMfy 




7.282 


0 


Bureau of Alcohol, Tobaooo and Rrearms 


Safety- and security-related services 


2,744 


0 


U.S. Secret Service 


Safety- and security-related services 


2,366 


0 


U.S. Customs Service 


Safety- and secuilty-rsildBd services 


2,172 


0 


Department of Veterans Affairs 


Not available 


572 


0 


Federal Communications Commission 


Communications systems Improvements 


264 


0 


U«S« Infomiallon Aflancy 


incrsased aoency sen^ices 


2.186 


0 




TotaT' 




$74,654 


$72,971 



'1984 dollars were converted to 1999 dollars by dividing 1984 dollars fay 0.8852, a convsnianfMtor 
derived from ctiain-type price indexes for gross domestic product. 

'"Designated by Congress" refers to funds ttiat were specifically designated for an Olympic-related 
purpose in appropriations acts or committee reports accompanying those acts. 

'CangrBBS appropriated $72,971 ,000 and DOD spent $46,703,000. The unused funding aulhorHy was 
returned to the U.S. Treasury. 

*n» U^. Marshals Service reported that it provided 5300,642; however, the Department of SlHlB 
reimburBed it. As such, we have included this amount in the Department's figures. 

"Person net costs are generally not Included In these amounts, wflh the exception of the Deparlment of 

Justice figures. 

1'otals do not include about $53 million received by the Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee 
from the U.8. Iffrrt as a reaift of the sale of Olyinpic CornrwnKMalive 

Source: QAO analysis of data provided by ollidals frcm CKIB and the lislsd fsdersl organizalions 
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Federal Funding and Support Provided to the 
1996 Summer Olympic Games in Atlanta 



1999dollarBlnlhousan(te' 







Planning and staging the 
1996 Summer Games 


Preparing the 
host city of Atlanta 


Federal organization 


Project or activity 


Expenditure 


DseignalBd 

by 

Congress' 


1 

Expenditure 


DasigiiaiBd 

by 

Congress 


Department of Agriculture 




$19,530 


$6,252 


$2j060 


$622 


Animal, Plant, Health, and 
Inspection Setvioe 


Equestrian event: quarantine horses and 
increased agency services 


509 


0 


0 


0 


Natural Resourees 
ConMrvaHon 8Mvio0 


Planted Howera and grasses at Olympic 
venues and city parte 


331 


0 


0 


0 


U^. Fbrert Smvice 


Whitewater Olympic venue constoucHon 


17,252 


6,252 


0 


0 




PIttited trees throughout the dty 


0 


0 


2.059 


522 


• 


Strfety- and aocurHy-reteled services 


1.438 


0 


0 


0 


Departmwit of Commerce 




4,337 


0 


44W6 


0 


Economic DMnlooment 

* ' « ■ - » ■ - 

/VjBlWWiiflllwII 


Olvmoic stadium sewer construction 


1,248 


0 


0 


0 




OcoeOt Tonnooooo. sower construction 


0 


0 


793 


0 




rUnOOu fOfvlQn VIouOfs uip TO XnB UnnDO 

States for Paralympic events 


104 


0 


0 


0 




Business district revitalization 


0 


0 


3,130 


0 




Retrofit gym for Paralympic everris 


492 


0 


0 


0 




RDA street development 


0 


0 


1.043 


0 




Economic studies, business promotions fbr 
Olympic games 


1,396 


0 


0 


0 


National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric AdmlniBtration 


Weather forecasting services for Olympic 
events 


1.097 


0 


0 


0 


Dapartment of Defense" 




36,339 


36,310 


9L434 


2.173 


Office of Special Events 


Safety- and security-related services 


19,407 


19,407 


0 


0 


(J S Armv Forces Command 


Safety- and security-related services 


16,903 


16,903 


0 


0 


Corps of Engineers 


Savannah River Walk construction for 
Olympic yachting event 


0 


0 


2,173 


2,173 




Campground improvements 


0 


0 


261 


0 




Temporary rangers 


29 


0 


0 


0 


Daowtmant of EduMHon 


Paralympic Organizing Committee: 


7,419 


7,304 


0 


0 




Administration and staffing costs 


6.115 


0 


0 


0 




Opening and doshia oeiemonleB 


1.2S2 


0 


0 


0 




Related conference oosis 


S2 


0 


0 


0 


Department of Energy 




4j686 


0 


0 


0 




Swknming pod hetrting and solar panel 

Installation for Olympic swimming events 


3,4% 


0 


0 


0 




Safety- and security-related services 


1.191 


0 


0 


0 


Department of Health aiMI 
Human Servicea 




6,110 


0 


0 


0 


Food and Dmg Administration 


PubHc health safety- and security-related 

services 


257 


0 


0 


0 


Centers for Disease Control 


Public health safety- and security-related 
services 


193 


0 


0 


0 


Environmental Health 


Public health safety- and security-related 


764 


0 


0 


0 



servlcee 
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1999dolar8tnitwu8and8' 

Planning and staging the Preparing the 

199eSurein>rQ«nw hottdiyofABMiti 

Dirignated D a alg n a I Wi 



Federal organization 


Project or activity 


Expenditure C 


by 


Expenditure 


by 

Congress 


Office of Emergency 
Preparedness 


Public health safety- and security-related 
services 


3,896 


0 


0 


0 


Social Security 
Administration 


Paralympic oeremoniee and events video- 
taping 


1^ 


1.565 


0 


0 


Department of Housing and 
UrtMn Dsveioomsnt 




2fiK1 


0 


15,043 


0 




Pass-through grant for Department of 
Veterans Affairs for Paralympic evanis 


2J0SF 


0 


0 


0 




Public housing renovation 


0 


0 


9,965 


0 




Community plannbig and devaiopmani 


0 


0 


5.634 


0 




Funds for plantino trees 


0 


0 


44 


0 


Department of the Interior 




1.562 


0 


13.019 


13,043 


National Paik Saivice 


Safety- and security- related services 


688 


0 


0 


0 




Martin Luther King historical site 
development 


0 


0 


13.019 


13.043 




Increased parit seraioes 


873 


0 


0 


0 


Department of Justice 




22,449 


4.174 


0 


0 


Community Relations Servloe 


Mitigation of racial conflicts 


30 


0 


0 


0 


Drug Enforcement 
Administration 


300 agents for safety- and security-related 
sen/ices 


2,699 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Bureau of 
Investigation 


1 ,200 staff for aafsty- and aecuiily-ieialed 

services 


11.527 


0 


0 


0 


Immigration and Naturalizallon 

Service 


1 30 additional staff to assist with praoeesing 

international passengers 


1.535 


0 


0 


0 


Civil Rights Division 


Americans With Disabilities Act 


153 


0 


0 


0 


Office of Justice Programs 


Overtime costs for Atlanta police 


4,174 


4.174 


0 


0 




Safety and security study 


1,356 


0 






Executive Offioe, 
U.S. Attorneys 


Added equipment and tour attorneys 


600 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. Marshals Sen/lce 


ISO Marshals for safety- and security-related 
torviooo 


375 


0 


0 


0 


Department of loilior 




3.036 


2.609 


0 


0 




Training and employment grams for Olympic 

venue construction 


427 


0 


0 


0 




Training for volunleers at Paralympic events 


2,609 


2,609 


0 


0 


Department of 8M* 


Increased agency services 


1,044 


0 


0 


0 


Department of 
Transportation 




22,781 


16,694 


369,370 


157.137 


Federal Highway 
Administration 


Road signs to Olympic venues 


1.624 


0 


0 


0 




Accelerated road and bridge projects 


0 


0 


215,028 


0 




Intelligent transportation system 


0 


0 


40,819 


60,622 


Federal Transit Administration 


Accelerated mass transit projects 


0 


0 


113,523 


96,515 




Olympic Transportation System 


16.684 


16.684 


0 


0 
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Federal FimdiBg and Snpptnt Provided to tke 1996 Simuner Olympic Gemea In Atlanta 



1999 dollars in thousands* 



Planning and ataging tha 
1996 Summer Gaines 



Designated 
by 



Preparing the 
hoat cKy of Atlanta 



Designated 
by 



Federal organization 


Project or activity 


Expenditure 


Congraaa" 


Expenditure 


Congraaa 


Federal Aviation 

Administration 


Temporary facilities and Increased services 


1.617 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Railroad 
Administration 


Safety- and security-related services 


39 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. Coast Guard 


Safety- and security-related services 


2,807 


0 


0 


0 


Department of the Treasury 




7,082 


5.715 


0 


0 


Bureau of Alcohol, Tobaooo 
and Firearms 


Safety- and security-related services 


2,477 


2,295 


0 


0 


Internal Revenue Service 


100 agents for safety and security related 

services 


232 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. Secret Service 


Safety- and security-related services 


3,548 


3,420 


0 


0 


U.S. Customs Senrice 


150 inspectors for Irwreased services 


825 


0 


0 


0 


Department of Valarana 
Affeira 




1,716 


0 


0 


0 




Safety- and security-related services 


1.817 


0 


0 


0 




Donated excess supplies for Paiaiympica 


99 


0 


0 


0 


Corporation for Natkmai 
and Community Sefvlcea 


Safety- and aacuiity*iBiatad sen^ices for 
Paralympic events 


3,130 


0 


0 


0 


Environmental Protection 




8,210 


7,304 


0 


0 


Agency 














Olympic stadium-related sewer construction 


6,780 


7.304 


0 


0 




Olympic venue bike path construction 


313 


0 


0 


0 




Paralympics: loan of EPA employee 


161 


0 


0 


0 




Safety- and security-related services 


719 


0 


0 


0 




increased agency services 


237 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Communicationa 
Commiaaion 


Communications systems Improvement 


39 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Emargency 

Klanagement Agency 


Safety- and security-related sen/Ices 


11,602 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Executive Board 


Federal employee volunteered salary for 
safety- and security-related services 


1,821 


0 


0 


0 


General Servlcaa 
Adminiatratlon 


Paralympic Organizing Committee 
administFative and staffing coats 


2.086 


2,087 


0 


0 


Tennaaaaa Valley Authority 


Whitewater rapids event veiHie construction 
and water releases 


5,118 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. information Agency 


Olympic intbimation programs 


7,551 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. Poatal Sarvica 




4,293 


0 


16.428 


0 




Increased postal services 


4,293 


0 


0 


0 




Building rsnovationa 


0 


0 


16,428 


0 


iTotal"* 




184,593 


S90,014 


$423,919 


$172,875 



'1999 ddars were calculated by dividing 1 996 dollars by 0.9584, a conversion factor derived from 
chabHype price Maxes tor gross domestic product. 

''Designaled liy Congress' refers to funds that were specifically designated for an Olymplc-rBlated 
puipose In appreprlations acts or ccmmltlee reports acoompany hig those acts. 
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"According to Department of DafHlBe officials, the Department spent about $36 million of the $52 
million designated by Congress for the 1 996 Olympic Games. The remaining $1 6 million were 
imbiUned by the Department for future athletic events. 

^Pe rso nnel costs are generally not included in these amounte. with the exception of the U.3. Fore 
SerVtoe figure. 

Totals do not Include about $27.3 miMon wcelw d by ACOQ from the MMms reeuit|( 

of Olympic Commemorative Coins. 

Souice: QAO analysiB of data provided by olHcieiB from CMS and the MmS fedemi organ 



ale 



FacsM 



Appendix III 



Federal Funding and Support Planned and 
Provided to the 2002 Winter Olympic Games 
in Salt Lake City 



1999 dotarabi thousands* 






Pbnni 
2M 


ii^md staging the 
aWintarGamas 


Praparing the tiost city of 
SaHLakaCitv 


Federal 
organization 


Project or activity 


Planned" 


Expenditure 


Daalgnated 

by 

Congress" 


Piannadr Expenditure 


Daalgnated 

by 

Congress' 


Department of 
Agriculture 










$8,ai7 


$6^73 




U.O. rOIMI SWVMe 


uiympic planning ana 
increased services 




2,901 


0 


0 


0 


A 

o 




roresi imprDvemenis 


M 


0 


0 


8,887 


5,473 


ji CACt 

4,040 


Department of 
Commerce 




206 


0 


•2 


0 


0 


0 


National Ooeairie and 

A 1— , will II ■!» 

Aonospnenc 
Administration 


Increased waalher 

forecasting services for 

Olympic events 


205 


0 


92 




n 

V 


p 


Department of 
Defense 


Safety- and security- 
related services 




4B 


AK 
^vp 


0 


0 


0 


Education 




Of v 


AA 




M 
V 


V 


A 
V 


uepanmeni oi 

Emm 


oaieiy- ano securiiy- 
ralalsd senrfces 


1 RftA 
1 |OOD 




w 


0 


Q 


A 
U 


DspviniMi Of tiMiin 

■ml fWniHIl OOTTHiOT 






0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Food and Drug 

Administration 


PMHc health safety- and 

security-related services 


S98 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Centers for Disease 
Control 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


1,923 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Office of Emergency 
Preparedness 


Public health) safety- and 
security- related services 


6,973 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Department of 
Housing and UriMin 
DswalopnMHit 




3,172 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Housing for media 


1,894 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Housing for security 
pereonnei 


1,278 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Department of the 
Interior 




1,270 


153 


0 


0 


0 


0 


National Parl< Service 


Increased park services 


1,252 


153 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Bureau of L^and 
Management 


Increased Bureau services 


S 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Safety- and security- 
related services 


13 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Department of Justice 




47,060 


14,960 


16M0 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Bureau of 
Investigation 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


21,486 


767 


0 


0 


0 


0 


immigration and 
NaturanzaHon Seivice 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


2.431 


3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Office of Community 
Oriented Policing 


Grants for safety- and 
security-related services 


10,417 


10,417 


10,417 


0 


0 


0 
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1999dotef8inthou8wd8' 







Planning and stagini 
2002 Winter QanM 


gtha 


Preparing the host city of 


FsdMl 


rta II 1 - - * ■ iii !■ ill 

iToieci Or ecuvny 


Ptannair Ei 


1 


)etlgiMlMl 

COIWfMS* 


HI - ■■ n ■ ■ 

rimiMr 1 




Peeignated 

by 


Ofltoe of Justice 

Programs 


Grants to local law 
enforcement 


8^ 


3,882 


3,602 


0 


0 


0 


Executive Office of U.S. 
Attorneys 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


1,027 


81 


0 


0 


0 


0 


CommunHy Rstartions 

Sorvico 


Assess racial tensions 


S2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Counter terrorism fund 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


2,841 


0 


2.841 


0 


0 


0 


DefMrtment of State 


Increased agency services 


663 


« 


0 


0 


0 




DBpsrtuMnt of 

Transportation 




83,854 


26,838 


36,896 




2S7,S18 


318,788 


Federal Highway 
AdnninistDBlfon 


Olympic transportation 
planning 






5,682 


n 


n 
u 






Accelerated road and 
bridge projects 


0 


0 


0 


645,315 


199,678 


18^1 




Olympic event access 
road: Snow Basin 






14,962 


A 
V 


A 

V 


w 




Olympic event access 

road: Winter Sports Park 


4,106 


3.162 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Transit 
AcbnlnMnHon 


Olympic Transportation 

System (GTS)' 


47 348 


1 409 


2,788 


A 


A 
V 


A 




Olympic infrastructure 
Improvements 


Inpliidpd in 
above for 
GTS 


465 


9,291 


A 

V 


A 

V 


A 

w 




Olympic parit and ride 
lots 


Included In 

above for 
OTS 


1.024 


4,173 


0 


0 


0 




Light rail : Downtown to 
University of Utah line 


0 


0 


0 


91.360 


5.019 


91,389 




Light Rait: North/Soiitti Ine 


0 


0 


0 


22BJBM 


4MB0 


202,010 




Olympic intelligent 


0 


0 


0 


3,788 


0 


0 




transportation system 
deployment 
















Commuter ran 


0 


0 


0 


3.788 


1^ 


3.776 




Intermodal centers 


0 


0 


0 


9,470 


0 


2.178 


Federal Aviation 

Administration 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


6.098 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Facility improvements 


0 


0 


0 


15.947 


1.922 


0 


Federal Railroad 


Safety- and security- 


388 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Administration 


related services 














U.S. Coast Quard 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


407 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Office of Secretary of 
Transportation 


Safety- and security- 
related sen^ices 


318 


38 


0 


0 


0 


0 
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Federal Funding and S^pv«it nvBMd aad RrovUM to dM aOin 1^ 
Salt Lake City 



1999 dolare in thousands' 






Planning and staging the 
2002 Winter Games 


Preparing tlie iiost city of 
Salt Lake City 


FMtoral 
OfBMlimion 


Praioet or activity 


Plannsdr 


ExpsikMim 


Designated 

«»y 

Congress* 


Plannsd* E 


IxpsndHura 


Ossignated 

by 

CfMIOMMtt* 


DspwtniMit of tlM 
Treasury 




68,888 


71 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


8.811 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Internal Revenue Service 


Safety- and securtty- 

reiated services 


1.520 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. Secret Service 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


13,704 


46 


0 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. Customs Service 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


19,320 


21 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Wirelsss Pragiam 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


15.^ 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Offkso of Enfoiconwnt 


Safety- and security- 
related sendees 


53 


4 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Dspilmwrt of Vtlsnwa 
AfMrs 


Safety- and security- 
relalad services 


2,746 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


EnviromTMntal 




2,961 


0 


2,083 


0 


0 


0 




Olympic venue-related 
sewer construction 


2,083 


0 


2.083 


0 


0 


0 




Planning and increased 
services 


473 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Safety- and security- 
related sen/ices 


405 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Communications Communication systems 
Commission improvements 


137 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 


Safety- and securlty- 
reiated setvices 


6,107 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


General Services 
Administration 


Safety- and security- 
related services 


1,472 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


U.S. Infbrmation Agency Education, cultural affaire 


80 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


U A Postal Sarvioo 


Increased postal services 


1A94 


0 


0 


4,673 


0 


0 




Facilities Improvements 


0 


0 


0 


4.673 


0 


0 




Increased postal senrtoee 


1.894 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


ToW 




8264,208 


$45,210 


$56,942 


$1,011,835 


$262,791 


$323,329 



1999 donais wsm osloulated Isy dividing 2002 dollars by 1 .056, a conversion factor derived from 
ctialn'^fpe price indsMssftar gross domestic prockicL 

"Planned includes funds already expended. 



"Designated tiy Congress' refers to funds tfiat were specifically designated for an Olympic-relaiBd 
purpose In spp ro p ri atlons arts or comm m eerepottBaccompanylno those acts. 

"In July 1998 the SLOC requested $137 million In FTA funds for the Olynapic Spectator Transit 
System (OSTS). In February 2000, the SLOC revised this request to $91 million. On March 3, 2000, 
FTA proposed a maxinnum contribution of $47.3 million for the 2002 Olympics and Paralympics. 
However, a current bill in the House of Representatives, H.R. 4475, provides $56.8 million for Olympic 
bu8M and tacHities and $8.5 n'dUon for tho Cfympic Infraatructura InvactmanL 
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"PwiaonnQl ooBti ub gsoBiMly not Indudod In Ih wo iwount^ wNh th> vmpHon of Mw U A Fomt 
Swvice. 

SouicK GUU) anaiysit of dalB prewidsd by officials finm ^ 
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Comments From the Office of Management 
and Budget 




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OmCC OF MANAGEMENT AND BUOOIT 

WAaHwcnoN. d,c. mm 



miMWnrBMMTOII Angwc 28. 2000 



Mr. Bernard L. Ungar 

Director, Govemment Business OpcratioilllMMS 
U.S. General AocountiQg OfSce 
4410Slrael,N.W. 
I(oon2A10 

WuliiiigtOii.D.C. 20548 
Dear Mr. Ungar 

I am writing to submit comments from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) on 
the General Accounting Office's draft report, Olympic Games: Fed Tfll QflyBBBWHt PHffWW 

Si.fnifi«.nt F..nHin, «wl Simnnrt (GAO/GGD^183. CoOc 240348). 

Am indialHl in your draft report, OMB hat tnehod Federal si^iport fa dw 1984 (Hsmpic 
Games and Ihe 1996 Olympic and ParalympicOamai. Awimingtbat weeoiiiiiinetolinwtlie 
resources to do so, we plan to coitfiiiw to tmck Ffldand Mypoft fa 2002 

Paralympic Games. 

In your report you recommend that the Director of OMB: 

back and periodicaUy itiKxt to QngrEW each fisdenl agendes' plan^ 
aoliid fttotty nd aifpoit irfdtt 2002 Wiiriw 0lyii9ie ad 
and any tbtnre Oiyn^ic and Paialyiqpic Oarocs hosted in Ok United Statoa, 
bcgiiBiiig at Ihe tkw « U.S. ciQp te aimded the rigM to holt te GtaB^ 
(he mmpierioii of tfw Oniai[>J>* flM( 

* provide (uidance to agencies identifying how data on funding and support of 

(^ympic Games should be compiled to ensure consistent and complete reporting 
and request all federal entities to provide in fali n ation, hidu di n gd>oee diet do aot 
aonnally report data to OMB. 

RegHtUns die first recommendation, in the context of Ate pteparatioa of the FY 2002 
Preiident'i BodlBt to Congress, OMB plans to report oa Federal soppoitfljrdwqxioming 
O^Bpie nd Fnljnpfe Omm hi Sdt Lrin aiy, IMl 
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In response to the second recommendation, we concur and believe that we are doing that 
now. For example, the Office of Management and Budget issued ■ "^idgat Data Requesf m 
December 6, 1999, and February 11.2(MX^nginBng«>lhwtmgdrt»ooip«adiiigforflie 
upcoming Salt Lake City Olympics. We note Hiat the Oeneral Aeeoontfng OfHce, in many caaeit 
has collected data on Federal support for the Olympic and Paralympic Games from agency 
regional offices, rather than from central budget offices. This may result in differences in the 
data collected by the General Accounting Office versus 0MB. 0MB generally collects data 
fiom central bu4get offices. We believe these ofSces are best situated to provide an accurate, 

***^''IT''*'''**'y *ffi'i'irt'nf y"*'**flpfliti 
Sincerely, 

Syl>% M. Mathews 
Difii^ Dinotor 



PaCeM 
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Comments From the U.S. General Services 
Administration 



GSA 



Mgust 21, 2000 



The Honorable David M. WUw 
ComptraUer General 

of the United 8Mee 
Geneiel AooounlkiB OfRce 
Wnhinglon,DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Wblker 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the General Accounting Office's (GAO's) 
draft report entitled "OLYMPIC GAMES: Federal Government Provides Significant 
Funding and Support". The report provides a general review of Federal funding and 
support of the 1984 Summer Olympic games held in Los Angeles, CA; the 1996 games 
held in Atlanta, GA, and the planned 2002 Winter Olympic games in Salt Lake City, UT. 
In addition, GAG selected and evaluated five projects to determine if Federal funding 
and support were provided in accordance with the underlying laws and applicable 
nK|uirements. 

Orwof the five projects reviewed and evaluated by GAG was support provided to the 

Atlwila Para^mpic Ofganizlng Committee (APOC) by the General Servioea 

Admit ilatiMlion (Q8A). >toia common for spedalsunKNtaetivttiea, GSA enterad into a 

Memorandum of Agr oam ent (MOA) with APOC dating the roles and responsibilities of 
each party to the Agreement and specifying the smvkM to be provided. The purpose 
paragraph of the MOA states, in part, that "GSA [is] committed to provide 
APOC... logistical and personnel support...". GSA support was accomplished through a 
contract with Randstad, Inc., a staffing services firm, to provide staffing services and 
logistical support for APOC. Consistent with the contract provisions, Randstad, Inc., did 
hire existing APOC amptoyeea and assign them back to APOC in the ca p a c Ma a APOC 
requested. 

The GAO review and evaluation of GSA support of APOC acknowledges that GSA 
actions were consistent with congressional intent as expressed in appropriation and 
report language. Nor does GAO find reason to question GSA adherence to other 
statutes, laws, regulations or policies applicable to the types of support provided to 
APOC. Nevertheless, GAO concludes that, 'in our [GAO's] opinion, use of funds in this 
manner la not oonsiatent wMt the a9(praaa language of the MOA. which providea that 
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GSA would not pay the salaries of APOC employees. In reality, the employaes in 
question iwinad ai APOC etwplo y eee and the payment of lhair ealariea by Randstad 
was a dreuRwemion of the languaoa in ttie MOA.* 

I must take strong exception wMh QAO interpretation of the MOA tanguaga and Hia 

services provided by Randstad. The MOA language that the report characterized as 

having been "circumvented" by GSA reads as follows, "c. GSA cannot hire employees 
to work directly for APOC nor can GSA pay for the salaries of APOC employees". The 
purpose of this provision was to make clear that GSA was prohibited from, arvd would 
not make, any direct transfer of funds to APOC employees that would establish an 
improper employer-employee relationship To do so would violate Federal statutes and 
Office of Personnel Management regulations with respect to merit recruitment and hiring 
of Government employees. The Randstad contract was never intended to, and did not, 
circumvent the MOA language. The express purpose of the Randstad contract was to 
provide the logistical and support services intended by Congress and promised to 
APOC by the KMDiA; and. at the aame tiine, permit GSA coinpiianee with the MOA. 
The MOA provMon and the i^tandsiadt conliact both oparalad axacdy as tntemtod. 

As part of processing contract paymente to Randstad, our legional Chief Financtai 
Officer reviewed Randstad's payroll reports to oordlrm actual ooate kicunad by 
Randstad in support of APOC. This included co n firma t ion that the salaries of APOC 

employees were property paid by Randstad. GSA did not at any time pay APOC 
employees directly. These records were made available for GAO review. Let me 
reiterate, the contract with Randstad operated in tandem with GSA's MOA and did not 

circumvent the express language of the MOA. 

GSA appreciates the time and effort that the GAO has expended in developing this 
most worthwhile report. Based on the infonnation and reasoning provided regarding 
GSA support of the Atlanta Paraiympics, I am requesting that the negative implications 
and raoonimandalion ragaidbio 08A actions be removed (tain the final version of this 
report. 



Skioeraiy. 




David J. Barram 
Administrator 



PrtiMdonlUcydadPtfW 
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Comments From the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs 



THE SECRETARY OF VETBIANS AFFAIRS 
WASHmOTQN 



MJ6 IT aooo 

Mr. Bernard L. Ungar 

Director, Government Business Operations ISSUSS 

General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Ungar: 

We have reviewed your draft report. OL YUPIC GAMES: Federal 
OpMNiMiMir ftovMha S|Bin«lleMt nnd^ 
ragardhg govemmanlMMe data on the amount d federal fumfl^ 
provided to the 1984 Summer Olyrnpio Garnes. the 1996 Summer Olympto 

Paralympic Games, and the 2002 Winter Olympic Games, and that portion 
relating to the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). I concur with your 
recommendation that VA effectively implement policies and controls to ensure 
that federal funds for the Olympic and Paralympic Games hosted in the U.S. are 
used for appropriate purposes in accordance with underlying appropriations and 
other statutes, and all applicable laws, regulations, policies, and agreements. 

The report concludes VA's use of a special purpose grant to assist 
nonveterans during the 1 996 Paralympic Games was not in accordance with 
provisions in the Appropriations AcL Although the Conference Report contains 
langiMae rasMclino the usf of grant money, VA spent these fimds in aoooidHm 
with congrassional Intent 

in 1994, Congress directed HUD to provide VA with a special puipoee 
grant of $2 million for assistance to veterans participating in the 1998 Paralympte 
Games. VA's General Counsel issued an opinion stating that this special 
appropriation could be used to assist nonveterans who participate in the games if 
the Under Secretary for Health determined that the assistance would be essentiai 
to the assistance of veterans who participate in the Paralympic Games. 
Subsequently, the Under Secretary determined that assisting all participants, 
both veterans and nonveterans, provided veterans with an equal opportunity to 
compete, and, therefore, equipment and services were made avaiiabie to 
nonveterans in order to assist veterans. 
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ComBOBto FtoHi tke Seerataiy of VetetaiM AflUn 



2. Mr. Bwnaid LUngar 



Further, Appropriations Committee staffs were aware that a limited 
number of veterans would be involved in the Paralympic Games. In May 1995, 
the Secretary wrote the Chairman of VA's House Appropriations Subcommittee 
informing him of the intended use of the grant rrxjney. The Committee did not 
object to the Department's plans. Congressional staff recognized VA's role as a 
national leader in rehabilitative mediolne and eHpeoled VA to preiMe asq^ertle* In 
support of all disabled athletes. 

Recent Committee action has reconfinned expeotations regardtoiQ VA's 
support of ItwPMalympiosGamea. HouaoRaportlangiMgoMoonipwiylngVA'k 

2000 AppmpiMions Act uigas VAto iM QOE. gananl admlnM^^ 
to help witfi praparatians for the 2002 Parstympica. Thera Is no marrtlon of 
HmitingraaouiGeatovelarana. TheCommWaoipacHlcalyonoour^iestria 
DepartmarntoNmrkwUitwSiritLalwOrganizhigCksnimittaaa^ 
nwoureao for Iho Paniyinpio Gamaa. 

Finally, Appendix III incon-ectly reflects an estimated VA expenditure of 
$4.4 million for "safety and security" for the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. The 
aatiimia ahouid ba $2J mHian. 

i appreciate the opportunity to oommant on your ehaHraport. 



Sinooraiy, 




HarrtialW.Qobor 
Acting 
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U.S. Disabled Athletes Fund, Inc. 

201 5 South Park Place / Sato 180 / Atlanta. Georgia 30339 / (770) 6504199 • Fee (770) 8504179 
August 24. 2000 
Mr. Bamaid L Ungar 

Ofmclor, Oowwmwnt Bufinan OpwaUm lasuas 
U.8. Omni AcoounUng Offin 
4410akMl.NW 
RoomZAlO 

Washington, DC 20548 
Dear Mr. Ungar 

As President and CEO of the former Atlanta Paralympic Organizing Committee (APOC). I write In 
response to "Olympic Games: Federal Government Provides Significant Funding and Support," a 
draft report of the General Accounting Office (GAO). I commend the agency for its efforts to 
ensure that the allocation of federal resources is consistent v^ith the Intention of Congress and 
that these resources are spent responsibly I am concerned, however, that the report fails to 
adequately capture the profound impact of the 1 996 Paralympic Games and fails to consider the 
larger social context in which the Games were organized. An assessment of the role federal 
agencies played in the event requires a broader recognition of the larger policy objectives that 
served as the foundation of Congressional and Administration support for the Games. 

Central to this support was the recognition that staging the Paralympic Gwnas in tha UnHad 
8lalM praaantad an unparaNalad opportunity to confpont tlw nagativa ataivolypaa off paopla wHh 
(MaaUMas atff pravalant in our aociaty. WMIanianyAinarioanawNhphyaioalclMbMiaapafiofni 
affiMstlva^ *~ aa taadtafSi iMaaraliacai aanaioiat iMvyMS and bayond N la aMa aMadc 
pomnranoa uin ffnoai oonvnony iMwva poaaiva an AnQnwinoflBaaacaGniavaniannoi 
Pa i i iyfw p i u attilalaa that than chalanga thoaa wtw are w wt o h l f i g to re t hinfc pnKioncapliona about 
paopla wHh dtaMNfeB. 

Paralympic athletes like Tony Volpentest, a sprinter who runs -- on two prosthetic legs - tha 10ft- 
meters less than a second and a half off the pace of Olympian Donovan Bailey, shatter 
stereotypes. Paralympic athletes like Scot Hollonbeck. a world class wheelchair racer wtio 
completes marathons thirty minutes faster than Olympic runners, and Bin Hou. a single-leg 
amputee who high jumps 6'5", are athletes who dispel stereotypes. It is impossible to witnast 
tha performance of these extraordinary athletes without challenging underlying societal 
aaaumpBona about ttfcapabiHliaa of paopla vpUhdlaabmiat. 

Why does this matter? What is at stake? First, we believe that employers who witness the 
athletic performance of a Paralympic athlete will be far more likely to consider employment of a 
parson with a disability. The currant rata of unamptoymant among paopla wHIiaavaradiaabMllaa 
Is well atwve 60 percent Econofnic indepandanotwl imwln alurtw to people wWh dliaMWaa 
until employers society-vinde embrace the idea that physical diaabMy does not nece eaw ly 
preclude people from perfonning at levels comparalJle to Ihoir nondtaabled peers. 
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Mr. Bernard L. Ungar 
Page 2 

August 24, 2000 



Second, the value of providing rola models for people with disabilities cannot be overstated. 
CMIdren growing up with a disabiWy need to see adults with disabilities who are strong, heaHhy, 
•dive end euGoeashil. AWeles am a nakiml rale model for children. Paraiy mpic athletes, who 
have MnedwHhllMaamaoonmiNmart to woridelBiaperfbinianoees any Olympian, provide 
ideal rata mcdah. Adullaeitiobecoma J lia bledMMwighit^iuiyof IneeemMetiedellnett^ 
knageandexpeelatione. Too oHew. twee people araloidloloiwrewlriapBelBlloiM. Theyara 
loid to do less, to strive fbr less, (0 depend on oilienL Fdf meet people. a cc ap U n g leweied 
eMpectations is a dangerous, counter-produdiva mhidaet The Pan^nnpieOamas help raiN 
aKpectalions of whrt people wiiftdhabiiBaB can <o and leinfaiw p B d lw to 
dtabMOes ae Birano and oapaUe indMduala. 

While there are federal laws prohibiting discrimination and physical barriers, we cannol manilale 

attitudinal changes Attitudes change slowly and in response to a variety of images, anecdotes 
and information. The Atlanta Paralympic Games were positioned to fuel such changes in the 
perceptions of what people with disabilities can and cannot do. The objective that drove APOCa 
federal relationships was to stage the most in m atil] and itidilir vlaiMBd euani pOMllte la 

showcase the abilities of people with disabilities. 

The Atlanta Games were the first Paralympic Games hosted on American soil in the 36-year 
Nstory of the Paralympic movement. Because of the example the U.S. has set in mandating 
access (through the American with Disabilities Act) and inclusion (through the Individuals with 
DhabWiei Education Act), national and international expectations for the event hosted in the 
UnlM Slates oould not have been higher. The federal funding Initiatives explored by GAO were 
criOeal olennmte to enMxtng auotMsalU alaoino Of aw 1986 AllanlB 

In IgM of thaaa o^acllvaa and flia pelanlW tor ttw event to Impacl aoei^ 
apecHle iloma Ihe dmft laport cte aa quaallanaMe uaa oflMani ft^ 

IMarlalnere at the Parafympte Oamaa Opening Caramony 

VWlh the professional entertainment APOC engaged far ttw Paialympte Opening Ceramony, 

APOC was able to secure regional and national television coverage that was unprecedented Ibr 
disability sports in the United States Simply put, media, spectators and viewers who othefwise 
may not have been interested in the Games were drawn in by the star quality of the entertainers 
involved. And network and cable executives insisted that APOC acquire recognized talent to 
serve as an audience draw. That coverage was critical to APOC's objective of reaching millions 
of Americans with the positive images of Paralympic athletes. Reaching a national television 
audience multiplied exponentially the number of people who would be made aware of the event 
and the message it can-ied Televised Opening Ceremonies drew more spectators to attend 
athletic competitions at venues throughout the Games. Finally, the quality of the ceremonies and 
associated television coverage created a sense of parity between the U.8. PanMympiaos 
representing their country and their Olympic counterparts. 
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AMHtoM^r. MavMon eovanoa or tha Optnins Caramony «^ 
raMMcinB tiMi maMi«a or pra8i<Mrim Amaifcm laiid^^ 

GoiitnMt Bfiifrtoyaa flaiailaa 

WWiout the specialized skills of personnel with logistics, operations, disak>ility, and accessibility 
expartlse, the Games would have failed. APOC sought federal funding through the Ganarai 
Services Administration (GSA) so that it could properly staff the Games with the paoplawho 
possessed the specialized skills required to prepare for and njn the Games. 

GSA appropriations for fiscal years 1995 and 1996 directed that the resources be used "for 
logistical and personnel support" for the Paralympic Games. To obtain the logistical and 
personnel support needed to prepare "public facilities tor use by an unprecedented population of 
people with disabilities," GSA and APOC determined that contracting with a temporary service 
would meet the requirements of the memorandum of agreement and would be in accordance 
wWl both the letter and the spirit of Congressional direction. This decision assured APOC and 
GSA that appropriately skilled personnel would be available to prepare Atlanta forlha 
Pm^linpics. 

The QBA'a MJn^naai to M ■ metkMm anhilfan ma. M, Um i^ri^rctanrtinj ^tt^ mf^Mi^ 

•upwHaamqiAadtooparalaflMRMa^fmiiicOMnM. A* Itw "organizing commMaar for ttw 
fadaral gavenwiant. QSAt mpaiiaa InlNa aw la wp M alalad. GManttwaoM^BoradMi^in 
malung such datamilnationa en flta naoda or fta avanl and lha oonaiBlancy wHh wMeh 08A 
actions f6lk>wed the law, I must dbagraa wim llw GMOa nagaliva llndbig in this aiM 

Funding Designated for Veterans 

The Department of Veteran's Affairs (VA) special purpose grant "for the assistance of veterana 
who are participating in the 1996 Paralympic Ganrtes" was used for disability sports equipment, 
specialized medical and nursing staff, rehabilitation professionals' training, and operational 
support for the Games. The quality of services and supplies obtained through this grant direcHy 
benefited U.S. veterans participating in the Games, since such specialized equipment and 
services were critical components of an elite international competition for athletes with 
disabilities. While it is true that non-veteran athletes benefited from the infrastructure 
enhancements afforded by the VA funding, the acquisition of specialized equipment, creation of 
operational infrastructure, and provision of appropriately trained personnel for this complex world 
daaa aportS avant far exceeded the $2 million special purpose grant funding provided through 
ttia VA. Thanafora, veterans participaiing in the Games were direct beneficiaries not only of the 
$2 million VA toidino. but alao Of aavaral mWon dollafs of ollwr piwrta and putoHe aaelw 
acquired by APOC 
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Finally, tha extra steps APOC took to maximiza ttw value of the VA's participation for the vm tm 
comtmmHyimittlMaeknoMiMgMl. AflarliwGaaMS. APOC pnwMad the majority of ttw 
(linbi% aporta oqulpnwm pracurad tar 1h» Qaim to vrtaim' heapRalt ai^ 
pragrama. ThisaquipmertisttninimtodayinVAhmpHaisanclinttwanfwalNiliQnai 

VMerans Wheelchair Games. Personnel who were trained by APOC to prapm and StaQa the 
Games subsequently brought a level of expertise to the veterana' dfaablKy apoite oommunNy IM 
simply vwxjid not exist but for the Paratympicexpariance. ManyAPOCakmmieontiniMtowDikin 
and aroumi aporta programmifig for disabtod valerara. 

When revisiting the broader themes addressed earlier, please keep in mind that the Paralympie 
Games presented a new image of disability to newly disabled people who are confronted with 
negative and potentially destructive stereotypes about their condition. Disabled veterans and 
their families watching televised segments of the Paralympie Games were given hope and 
inspiration for their lives. Medical and rehabilitation professionals in the VA system participating 
in and viewing these Games learned about the abilities people with disabilities possess, rather 
man the Hntitations that SO often are the focal poM of nwdkaripraciica. 

In sum, tie Atlanta Paralympie Games gave more than 50 million television viewers and 750,000 
•pecttrtors an unprecedented opportunity to view the aspirations and performance potential of 
people wWi dtttbit i M m an extraordlnaiy mm Mght That opportunity aimpty vnuU naU Imm 
been poasMo wllhoiit fMlarai support. 

On behaV of the or^izins <»mn«lea, our 10,330 Gemes volunteera aid 4,900 iMalae, 
coaches, judges and officials from 103 nationa, I want to thank you for provldbifl ma this 
opportimily to provkto a broKier per^MCiive en the aionMeanoe oTttw 109S AllaiM 
OamM and tts relevance to iergor sodelei isauea. I onoounoe the GAD to oonsldar the 
Intomwlion oonveyad in tMa laHer as it preparea its IhMl report. 



Sincerely, 




G. Andrew Fleming 
P i aai dant 
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Comments From the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration 



NMtonal Aeronautics «d 




Mr. Bernard L. Ungar 

Director, Government Business OpenliOM tenet Mb pm 

U.S. CScneral Accounting Office " 
441 G Street. NW 
Room2A10 
WaiUBfllan.DC 20S48 

DMurMr.Ua|v: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the recent draft report 
eatitled,01yiDpicOames: Federal Govenuneot Provktet S i g nifk a mt Rmding and Suppoct 
(gA(yaOIM»-183. code 240948). 

Page 27 of the OAO Rqwrt, Ch^xer 1. IntiodDctiMi. flie 'TMioml AerauBlia ad 
Space Administration (NASA)" is listed as {mnriding Federal fimdiag to (oppott the Otyapic 
Chunes. We are requesting that this line be deleted from the repmt. 

In a letter to Ms. Tammy Conquest dated June 13, 2000 (copy enclosed), the Associate 
Administrator for Public Affairs stated that NASA did not fund the Olympic games in Los 
Angeles, Califomia or Atlanta, Georgia and does not plan to participate in the Salt Lake City, 
Utah. game*. 

NASA did participate in the Global Village Expo, which was an event endorsed by the 
ci^ of Atlanta and coiocided with the Summer Olympics held in 1996. NASA saw this as an 
offoaultf to ceMh a Irngft contingent of U.S. and international visiton. The total cost to 
NASA im SlfiOyOOa whidi coiMed liw coats of the exhiba (iie natal, tnn^^ 
erinbltt (two 40-ftiot exhibit tndlen). logistical a upmm* and trawl fcr sfai mff paopte. 

U you have any funher questions, pleaae conttet Evelyn Tliames, Dfaactor. Milic 
Services Divisiaii.OiIke of Public AfEaiis. She can be mached at (202) 338-1719. 



Sincerely. 




BndosoB 



6AO/GGD-00-183 Federal Fanding and Support of Otympic GaaaM 



Appendix Vm 



JUN 13 aoeo 



IkU. Tuunjr Craiquest 
Anistant Director 
Onieral Govenunent Divisioo 
VS. Genenl Accounting Cflleo 
Waiiii^tH».OC aosM 



This is m respoDM to GMXc mviiw. '1W«d Itadl 1M to SoR^ 

Job Code 240348. 

We sent a request to all NASA Headquarters organizations and Centeis and found that 
NASA has not funded the Olympic games in Los Angeles, CA. or AtlanUuGAi MfKt, 

NASA is not planning to participate in the Salt Lake City, UT, games. 

If you have any questions or need additional inf onnation, please call Evelyn Tbames of 
iiVoaMai2IB-3S8-m9. 

SiaenBljr. 

ORIGINAL SIGNS) BY 

HggyWBade 

AnocUtft AdiniiuilnftQr fiv 

AIA4ulviUe 

bcc: 

JM/Team 
P/Wilhide 
P/Penney 
PSThames 

PS«Urd/$rl/6/7/00/xl71 1 
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Mr. Bernard L. Ungar 

Director. Government Business Operations Issues 

U.S. General Accountiog OOloe 

441GSlieet.NW 

RoomZAlO 

Wndiiqipon. DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Ungar. 

Thaik you for the draft report of Olympic Games: Federal Government Provides Significant 
Funding and Supp ort. We believe the issues which are raised by the report are entirely 
appropriate for pablic debate. To aid in that praoeH, however, we believe that it i* I nyo mat to 
focus on certain key elements of your text. 

SpecificaUy. die body of tiie xtpaxt distinguishes between funding for projecis and activttiM 
directly related to ftaging die Games and (tending fisrpnieetillMt would haveoocmadeveDif 
the Games were not in the United States. In our view, the enqihaaia ahouid be placed on 

Olympic required acdvities, not on spending which would have otherwise oc cu ned. 

We believe this is an important issue. In order to form the foundation of an effective public 
debate, the participants should understand which spending is actually Olympic required and 
Olympic related. Combining Olympic funding with funding for projects which otherwise would 
have been completed for non-Oiympic purposes any tend to liide ilie very sipiificant apending 
whidi is associated with tlie Olympic GanoBS. 

We would also note that we believe the Federal spending anocialed with the Games in Salt Lake 
City is entirely appropriate and within traditional areas of government responsibility. Two-thirds 
of the costs associated with the Salt Lake Games are for public safely activities. It is not 

surprising that the costs for activities such as providing anti-terrorist protection to our community 
and to the athletes have risen as the threat of terrorism increasingly affects our world. We 
believe our citizens also traditionally look to the government to provide services such as visas, 
customs, transpoftation. w^riher and similar functions to the public. Additionally, we have been 
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diligent to carefully hone and minimize our requests, limiting them to only those that are 
essential to hosting Olympic Games in this country. 

Staging an Olympic Games is a massive undertaking, unparalleled in any other peacetime 
activity. It requires extensive cooperation and integration among federal, state and local 
governments and the private organizing committee in order to be successful. Nevertheless, the 
impact of the event is equally unparalleled. It is the one event that, through the media, brings 
together over three-quarters of our globe. 

We believe that the mission of taking the Olympic Games to the world is a mission of peace 
which is consistent with the objectives of our great country. Recognizing that our government 
spends billions of dollars to maintain wartime capability, it is entirely appropriate to invest 
several hundred million dollars to promote peace. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on this report. 

Sincerely, 

Milt Romney 
President and CEO 

MR/dt 
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